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EXAMINING THE USE OF LINEAR OUTLINES TO  
SUPPORT STUDENT WRITING 
 
  Dina Zoleo 
Writing places heavy demands on students’ cognitive capacity. Existing research 
suggests that planning before writing can help to alleviate this cognitive burden; thus 
improving the quality of student writing. In this explanatory sequential mixed-methods 
study, the researcher examined the efficacy of specific pre-planning tools on students’ 
paragraph writing by assessing the pre-and post-writing assessment scores of students 
who were assigned to three different conditions- a group who planned their paragraph by 
using a Single-Paragraph Outline (SPO), which is a linear outline, a group that planned 
their paragraph by using a concept map, and a group that did not plan their paragraph 
with a specific planning tool. Through post-assessment questionnaires and semi-
structured interviews, the researcher gained insights into students’ perceptions of the 
writing tools. Based on the statistical analysis of the pre-and post-assessment scores, 
students who planned their writing with a SPO outperformed students who planned with 
a concept map and students who did not use a planning tool.  
Keywords: outlining, concept maps, planning, pre-writing, organization of ideas, 
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Writing is a multifaceted, complex cognitive process. Planning, one of the steps 
of the writing process, can help alleviate the heavy cognitive load associated with writing 
(Jagaiah et al., 2019; Troia, 2009). Planning, or the pre-writing process, should be a 
deliberate prelude to writing (Torrance, 2016). When students work from a plan, they do 
not have to figure out the overall structure of their writing as they go (Graham & Perin, 
1997; Hochman &Wexler, 2017). As a result, they can devote their cognitive resources to 
selecting relevant details, word choice and revision, and ultimately create a piece of 
writing that is precise, engaging and coherent (Hayes & Flower, 1980; Kellogg, 1990).  
The pre-writing process can be a key component in improving compositional 
quality, especially for novice, and struggling writers (Harrington et al.,1998; De La Paz, 
1997; Kellogg, 1990). In studies that examined pre-writing strategies, graphic organizers 
and outlines were considered the most advanced form of planning (De La Paz, 1997). 
Egan (1999) defined graphic organizers as a “visual representation of knowledge, a way 
of structuring information, and of arranging essential aspects of an idea or topic into a 
pattern using labels” (p. 641). In the existing literature, terms such as visual organizer, 
graphic organizer and concept mapping are often used interchangeably. For example, 
Flood and Lapp (1990) use the term “mapping” to describe any illustrative material that 
helps children learn from texts. These can include charts, graphs, maps, flowcharts, or 
other structures that help students visualize their ideas before writing. The present study 




Concept maps include a central theme or topic in the center with connecting lines to 
additional circles, which enables the writer to generate, categorize and visualize related 
concepts or ideas (see Figure 1). 
Figure 1 
 
Concept Map Worksheet 




In addition to exploring concept maps, I assess the usefulness of outlines as a pre-
writing strategy. An outline, which is defined as a visual, linear structure, can help 
students organize their ideas in a logical and sequential order (Graham & Perin, 2007; 
Hochman & Wexler, 2017; Kellogg, 1990). In the Hochman Method, a research-based set 
of strategies for writing instruction, students are taught to use a linear and simple outline 
known as the Single-Paragraph Outline or SPO (see Figure 2) to plan their paragraphs 





 The Single-Paragraph Outline (SPO) 
Figure 2 Figure 2 The Single-Paragraph Outline (SPO) 
 
 
This linear outline provides students with a road map they can follow to plan the 
beginning, middle, and end of a unified, coherent paragraph by requiring students to 
create a complete topic sentence (T.S.) and concluding sentence (C.S.) on the solid lines 
and supporting details in key words and phrases on the dotted lines. Furthermore, the 
Single-Paragraph outline can facilitate analytical thinking because it helps students 
organize, sequence and categorize information in a logical matter while keeping in mind 
the necessity of clarity for the reader. Because students are encouraged to generate 
different supporting details on the dotted lines, they tend to be less repetitive and adhere 




their ideas, students can add a cue, or category, next to each numbered detail line on the 
outline (see Figure 3). The outline also enables students to construct any type of text 
structure: cause-and-effect, problem-solution, narrative, compare-contrast and persuasive. 
After students create their Single-Paragraph Outline, they can review it and make 
revisions by crossing out an irrelevant detail or by changing the sequential order of their 
details. Lastly, the SPO provides a simple format that students can easily replicate on a 
piece of scrap paper.  
Figure 3  
Ninth-grade Student’s Single-Paragraph Outline (SPO): Ninth-grade Student’s Single-Paragraph 
Outline (SPO) 






Statement of the Problem  
 
A great number of American students are struggling with writing proficiency 
(Graham et al., 2020; Sacher, 2016). According to the latest National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP), only 27% of eighth and twelfth grade students scored at or 
above the proficient level (National Assessment of Educational Progress, 2011). In that 
same assessment, 20% of eighth graders and 21% of twelfth grade students scored below 
basic, which means they were unable to perform at even the minimum standard for their 
grade level (National Assessment of Educational Progress, 2011). Similar findings have 
emerged from studies focused on students’ writing proficiency. Previous research has 
established that many students lack the foundational skills needed to write a well-
developed paragraph or composition (Graham & Perin, 2007; Jagaiah et al., 2019; 
McCutchen, 2006; Troia, 2009).  
Writing is a demanding problem-solving task that requires thoughtful planning 
and skillful execution (Graham & Harris, 2009), and expert and novice writers approach 
writing tasks in different ways. For instance, skilled writers utilize the cognitive 
processes (e.g., planning, translating, reviewing) to manage a writing task, and tend to be 
more fluent in text production processes (e.g., generation and transcription), 
knowledgeable about writing content, and recognize the needs of the audience (Becker, 
2006; McCutchen, 2006). Skilled writers know basic genre structures and use this 
knowledge to generate and organize their ideas (Becker, 2006; Graham & Harris, 2009; 
Troia, 2009). In addition, they set goals and develop plans to meet those goals 
(McKeown & FitzPatrick, 2018). In contrast, students with writing difficulties tend to 




the topic, and pay little attention to the intended audience or text organization (Jagaiah et 
al., 2019; Graham & Harris, 2009; McCutchen, 2006). As a result, they tend to generate 
text that lacks clarity, is poorly organized and less engaging than skilled writers (Graham 
& Perin, 2007; Troia, 2009).  
Teaching novice writers strategies for planning can produce significant and 
lasting effects on composition skills (Cutler & Graham, 2008; Graham et al., 2020). 
However, several researchers posit that planning is a stage of writing that rarely gets 
enough attention and instructional time (Graham et al., 2020; Kirkpatrick and Klein, 
2009; McKeown & FitzPatrick, 2018). In fact, when studying sixth grade students’ 
writing processes, Torrance, Fildago and Garcia (2007) found that only 15% of sixth 
graders engaged in outlining before writing. Based on hundreds of hours observing 
writing instruction, Torrance (2016) noted that “planning is not taught, is not taught 
explicitly, is not modeled, and is often not required or assessed” (p. 721). Giving students 
time to plan without instruction on how to plan has had limited to no impact on 
improving students’ writing outcomes (Cutler & Graham, 2008; McKeown & FitzPatrick, 
2018). The process of writing places significant cognitive demands on the writer; 
therefore, students should learn explicit planning strategies that help improve their 
writing performance (Troia, 2009).  
The ultimate aim of the planning process is to produce a final product that follows 
a hierarchical structure and has a clear top-to-bottom format (Fayol et al., 2012; 
McKeown & FitzPatrick, 2018). Developing a hierarchical outline enables students to 
focus on one element of writing at a time (Fayol et al., 2012; Kellogg, 1990). In a 




once. While concept maps have been found effective in supporting the brainstorming of 
ideas, vocabulary relationships and concept building, they may require further 
investigation for their use in writing instruction (Nesbit & Adesope, 2006). One of the 
challenges of using a concept map is that when students convert their map to a written 
draft, they may find it difficult to take their ideas from the circles and figure out how to 
present those ideas in an organized, sequential, and logical order (MacArthur, 2006; 
Hochman & Wexler, 2017). If students generate ideas on a concept map as a pre-writing 
strategy, McCutchen (2006) suggests converting the map to an outline, which provides a 
linear organization; the sequence of that organization can then be altered as needed. A 
paragraph is a linear entity; the reader can only read one sentence at a time, from 
beginning to end (Fayol et al., 2012; Hochman & Wexler, 2017). Therefore, teaching 
students to plan a paragraph using a linear outline may lessen the need to juggle several 
cognitive processes during drafting, and help students predominantly focus on translating 
their ideas into text (Fayol et al., 2012; Kellogg, 1990; McCutchen, 2006; Troia 2009).  
 
Purpose of the Study  
 
Existing research has examined the impact of pre-writing by often comparing 
writing products from students who planned versus students who did not plan before 
writing (McKeown & FitzPatrick, 2018; Torrance, 2016). However, few researchers have 
examined how specific planning formats, such as bubble maps and linear outlines, impact 
students’ paragraph writing. The purpose of this present study was to determine if 
seventh and eighth grade students who use an SPO, a linear outline, to plan a paragraph 
significantly outperform students who use a Concept Map, and students who write 








    Writing is a complex activity that has been studied from multiple theoretical 
perspectives. Researchers have gained a more comprehensive understanding of writing 
and its development through social and cognitive theories. For example, in social-cultural 
theories, writing is considered a product of social practices, community goals and the 
instructional environment (Graham et al., 2020). From a cognitive perspective, writing is 
viewed as a complex process that encompasses the execution and coordination of 
attention, executive functioning, memory, language, as well as writing knowledge, 
processes, and skills (Becker, 2006; Hayes, 2012). Cognitive theorists have shed light 
into the writing process by accessing the writer’s thought process (Bereiter & 
Scardamalia, 1987; Hayes; 2012; Hayes & Berninger, 2014; Hayes & Flower, 1980; 
Rijlaarsdam et al.,2003). Given that the purpose of this proposed study is to determine if 
planning with a Single-Paragraph Outline facilitates students’ ability to organize their 
thoughts systematically and sequentially before drafting a paragraph, the cognitive 
processes theory of writing is the theoretical framework underpinning my research.  
Over the past several decades, composition theory and research has shifted from 
focusing on the product to the process of writing. Prior to the 1980s, writing instruction 
and assessment focused on the written product for generations of students. During the 
early 1960s, the National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE) committee 
commissioned a study to learn more about the teaching of composition (Braddock et al., 




Schoer provided one of the earliest discussions on teaching writing. However, they found 
only a rudimentary understanding of the writing process; thus, they identified the need for 
further research on the factors that affect learning how to compose (Braddock et al., 
1963). In 1971, Janet Emig, a researcher inspired by “Research in Written Composition,” 
conducted a groundbreaking case study on the composing process of eight twelfth graders 
of average ability (Emig,1971). By recording accounts of the students’ writing behaviors 
while composing, she discovered that the writing process encompassed several 
dimensions, including prewriting, planning, starting, stopping, contemplation of the 
product, and the teacher’s influence over the piece (Emig,1971). After Emig’s research 
was presented to the field, other researchers began to explore the relationship between 
writing and the cognitive processes. Donald Murray contended in his manifesto titled 
“Teach Writing as a Process Not Product” that writing is not a product, but a process for 
almost everyone (Becker, 2006). In the late 1970’s, John Hayes and Linda Flower began 
seminal work in the area of cognitive research and writing, and stimulated a paradigm 
shift in how writing was conceptualized and taught (Berninger & Winn, 2006, Hayes & 
Flower, 1980; Kellogg; 1990). 
Hayes and Flower (1980) developed the cognitive processes in writing theory by 
examining the mental processes utilized during the act of writing. By asking college 
students to utilize a think aloud protocol analysis technique to make their thoughts visible 
while completing a writing task, Hayes and Flower observed that writing is a set of 
distinctive thinking processes (Becker, 2006; Torrance, 2016; Hayes & Flower, 1980). 
Based on their observation analysis, Hayes and Flower (1980) defined writing as a 




operations. Specifically, the writer must be able to manage factors related to the task such 
as the topic, the intended audience, and the amount of time available to generate a text; 
draw on the cognitive processes to create coherent writing such as retrieval of knowledge 
related to the assigned topic and previously effective writing plans from long-term 
memory; employ pre-writing strategies that enable organization of ideas; successfully 
translate the ideas into written text; and engage in consistent self-monitoring and revising 
of the text (Berninger & Winn; 2006; Fayol et al., 2012).  
Dividing their cognitive model into three basic components (see Figure 4.), Hayes 
and Flower provide a clearer understanding of the mental processes that occur when 
writing (Becker, 2006, Torrance, 2016). The first component, the task environment, 
consists of everything beyond the writer that influences the writing task (e.g. topic, 
audience, deadlines, and text produced thus far). The second component, the writing 
process, encompasses planning, translating, and reviewing. The last component, the 
writer’s long-term memory, includes knowledge of the topic and formerly used writing 
plans (Berninger & Winn, 2006, Fayol et al., 2012). According to Hayes and Flower, the 
writing process (e.g., planning, translating and reviewing) all operate under the executive 
functions, the task environment, and the writer’s long-term memory (Berninger & Winn, 
2006; Fayol et al., 2012). Planning includes setting goals, generating ideas, and 
organizing those ideas into a written plan. After a plan is created, the writer takes the 
material from the plan and formulates sentences. In the reviewing operation, the writer’s 
goal is to improve the quality of the text during the translation process. These cognitive 
processes can be applied recursively throughout the writing process (Becker, 2006; 





Figure 4  
Pictorial  Depiction of the Hayes and Flower’s (1980) Cognitive ModelModel 
Figure 4 Figure 4 Pictorial Depiction of the Hayes and Flower's (1980) Cognitive Model 
 
Hayes and Flower’s pivotal work laid the groundwork for additional research into 
the writing process. In 1987, Carl Bereiter and Marlene Scardamalia expanded the 1980 
Hayes and Flower’s model by proposing that the central difference between novice and 
skilled writers rests in the goals towards which writing is directed (Deane et al.,2008; 
Torrance, 2016). For example, novice writers typically employ a knowledge-telling 
model of writing, which consists of writing whatever comes to mind, without planning or 
organizing, and then directly transferring the information into text (Galbraith & Torrance, 
1999). In contrast, skilled writers tend to utilize a knowledge-transforming model of 
writing, which includes formulating ideas, synthesizing and analyzing information, and 
persuading and problem-solving (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987; Torrance, 2016). 
Requiring a much higher-level of thought process, knowledge-transforming involves 




planning (how to write) (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987; Galbraith & Torrance, 1999; 
Torrance, 2016). According to Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987), the movement from 
knowledge-telling to knowledge transforming occurs through a series of instructional 
strategies. In particular, they posit that constructing a hierarchical outline facilitates the 
process of generating content in service of satisfying the writer’s rhetorical goals 
(Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987; Galbraith & Torrance, 1999).  
  In an effort to further explain the cognitive capacity involved in the writing 
process, Hayes’s (1996) revised version of the 1980 Hayes and Flower’s model focuses 
specifically on long-term memory, task schemas, topic, audience, and genre knowledge. 
In addition, Hayes’s 1996 model acknowledges the limited capacity of working memory 
and how it can constrain writing (Deane et al., 2008; Torrance, 2016). Building on this 
revised model, Hayes and Berninger developed their most recent cognitive processes in 
writing theoretical framework to include a focus on novice writers and students with 
writing difficulties (Hayes & Berninger, 2014; Rourke et al., 2018). In order to help 
students use their cognitive resources effectively when writing, Hayes and Berninger 
suggest teachers incorporate writing schemas as part of their writing instruction to 
develop students’ knowledge of genre, structures and formats, and strategies for 
producing text (Rourke et al., 2018). Similarly, in a study tracking how the writing 
process operates within the task schema of different cognitive writing models, 
Rijlaarsdam, Couzijn, and van den Berg (2003) found that genre has a major effect on 
cognitive effort. They maintain that the more practice a writer has with different genres, 
the less working memory is taxed (Rijlaarsdam et al., 2003). Graham et al., (2020) 




and narrative text structures, to generate and organize relationships among content 
appropriate to each genre element, they acquire new learning. Furthermore, by including 
key elements of the genre and relevant supporting details on an outline, students’ 
cognitive resources are free to focus on the drafting stage (Torrance, 2016).  
 Few activities are as cognitively demanding as writing (Kellogg, 1990; Torrance, 
2016). In order for students to produce high-quality text, they must generate a series of 
ideas and logically organize and sequence those ideas, ensure that the text has accurate 
spelling and grammar, and tailor their language for the intended audience (Fayol et al., 
2012). If a writer has to focus attention on all of these aspects of writing at the same time, 
the cognitive system may become overloaded (Kellogg, 1990; Sweller, 1988). However, 
during planning, writers can focus on addressing one element of writing at a time to 
reduce issues of cognitive load limitations (Becker, 2006; Fayol et al., 2012; Kellogg, 
1990). By generating an outline before writing, the writer sees the macrostructure of the 
text sketched out in a hierarchical form, which enables them to devote time and cognitive 
resources on drafting (Kellogg, 1990). Using routine planning strategies can reduce some 
of the cognitive burden involved in remembering structures and formats (Deane et al., 
2008; Kellogg, 1990). With ample practice, creating outlines can become relatively 
automatic for students, and easily retrieved from long-term memory (Deane et al., 2008; 
Kellogg, 1990; Rijlaarsdam et al., 2003; Torrance, 2016). 
Significance of the Study 
 
Writing is an important skill that all children need to develop; it is critical to 
success in both school and the workplace. Writing is the primary tool for expressing 




educational performance (Torrance, 2016). If students are not taught how to write 
effectively, they may face significant barriers in education, employment and other life 
pursuits (Coker & Lewis, 2008; Sacher, 2016; Santangelo & Olinghouse, 2009). A wide-
range of jobs require employees to produce written documentation. A recent job outlook 
survey revealed that 82 % of public and private employers value writing proficiency, and 
that it directly affects their hiring and promotion decisions (National Association of 
Colleges and Employers, 2019). In an effort to prepare students for occasions when they 
may have to write quickly and on demand, whether in college classrooms or in the 
workplace, several states have adopted ELA standards that require students to use careful 
planning, drafting and revision to produce high-quality writing (Rourke et al., 2018). For 
students, especially struggling writers, planning must be explicitly taught, modeled, and 
scaffolded so that students can achieve autonomy in writing, and ultimately meet or 
exceed standards.  
   Writing is a powerful tool for effective communication, and it also improves 
one’s capacity to learn (Graham et al., 2020). When writing instruction is embedded in 
the subjects students’ are learning, and not taught in isolation or divorced from content, 
writing can enable students to express their thinking. By making students’ thoughts 
visible, writing externalizes cognition and gives them the opportunity to access thought 
processes that may have otherwise been inaccessible (Berninger et al., 2006). 
Furthermore, writing gives students the opportunity to synthesize information from 
multiple sources and perspectives, discern what information is relevant and should be 
shared, and understand how to organize and present this information to a range of 




impact student learning by deepening their knowledge of the topic (Torrance, 2016). 
Generating an outline can enhance the learning process. As Galbraith and Torrance 
(2004) point out, “a good outline can serve as an economical representation of your 
thoughts as they exist in working memory” (p.83).  
 Given that writing is a complex activity that requires coordination of a variety of 
different cognitive processes, it is critical that students receive the best possible 
instruction around planning. The cognitive models discussed earlier in this chapter 
suggest that teaching students how to plan may be a solution to lessening the cognitive 
burden of writing. Yet, despite the importance of planning, there remains a paucity of 
research on the types of plans students use before they write. Over the course of my 
teaching career, I have seen far too many adolescent students struggle with writing. 
While well-intentioned, the tools that I provided to students often did not result in 
improving their writing performance. In this study, I sought out to determine whether the 




1) Do seventh and eighth-grade students that use a Single-Paragraph Outline (SPO) 
before writing a paragraph earn a higher scale range score than students who use a 
concept map and students who do not use a planning tool?  
2) What are the seventh and eighth-grade students’ perceptions of the planning 









H0: There will be no statistically significant difference in the pre-and post-writing 
assessment scaled scores of seventh and eighth- grade students who use an SPO 
before writing a paragraph, students who use a concept map before writing a 
paragraph and students who do not use any planning tool. 
Definition of Terms 
 
Comparative Judgment. A process where raters compare two pieces of writing and 
decide which is better. Through a series of repeated comparisons, the resulting data can 
be modeled using a statistical model and placed on a measurement scale, which shows 
the relative quality of the scripts (Pollitt, 2012).  
Concept Map. A type of graphic organizer used to help students represent ideas through 
a conceptual design (sometimes enclosed in shapes, circles, boxes and triangles.) 
Linear outline. An outline that enables the writer to organize their ideas in logical 
sequential or hierarchical way.  
Multiple-Paragraph Outline (MPO). A linear outline used in the Hochman Method. It 
is a plan for used for a composition. It has an area for an introduction, a conclusion and 
body paragraphs (Hochman & Wexler, 2017), 
Single-Paragraph Outline (SPO). A linear outline used in the Hochman Method. It is a 
plan for one paragraph. The SPO format includes a solid line for T.S. (topic sentence) and 
C.S. (concluding sentence) as well as four numbered lines for details (Hochman & 
Wexler, 2017).  
Text Structures. The organization of a paragraph of essay. Narrative and expository 




structures. Common text structures include: description, sequence, compare and contrast, 
cause and effect, problem and solution, and persuasive (Torrance, 2016). 
Planning. Planning is the engaging, collection, and organization of ideas in preparation 
for and throughout the writing process. A plan can be an outline, clustered notes, a web, a 
storyboard, or any other organized grouping of ideas that help the writer address the 
writing prompt, assignment, genre or intended audience( McKeown & FitzPatrick, 2018). 
Planning is an iterative and recursive phase in cognitive theoretical models (Bereiter & 
Scardamalia, 1987; Hayes & Flower, 1980; Kellogg; 1990). In the existing research, 
planning is sometimes interchanged with prewriting. For the purposes of this proposed 
study, the term planning will be used a catchall.  
Planning Tool. In this proposed study, the term planning tool refers to any specific 
structured format (e.g., webs, visual organizers, diagrams, outlines, templates) students 
are given to plan prior to writing.  
Scratch Paper. The term scratch paper is commonly used with students in the districts 
participating in the study. It is a blank piece of paper that students can use to scribble 
notes or ideas while planning.  
Visual Organizers. Visual organizers are drawings or formats that represent information 
to show the relationships between ideas. For the purposes of this study, the term is used 
to describe any tables, charts, graphs, timelines, diagrams, clusters and webs students to 







CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
This literature review examines the existing research relative to this study. The 
chapter begins with an overview of previous studies that focus on planning with visual 
organizers before writing. An emphasis is placed upon research related to outlining and 
concept mapping. The review also explores key themes that materialized from prior 
research. For instance, it examines how explicit instruction of planning affects the quality 
of student writing, and focuses on the effects of students utilizing technology for 
planning. Finally, the chapter concludes with a summary of previous research aimed to 
learn more about students’ perceptions of the writing process.  
Using Visual Organizers for Planning  
 
Several studies suggest that planning strategies can lead to improved 
compositional quality, especially for novice and struggling writers (Harrington et 
al.,1998; Kellogg, 1990; Lee & Tan, 2010; Troia et al.,1999). In particular, researchers 
have noted that planning with visual organizers can fulfill the cognitive needs of novice 
writers by enabling them to view the relationship between their ideas and concepts (Lee 
&Tan, 2010; Troia et al.,1999). Troia and colleagues (1999) examined how 
brainstorming and sequencing ideas while writing stories and essays impacted the overall 
writing quality of three fifth-grade students identified with learning disabilities. At the 
beginning of the study, students were given a baseline writing assessment without 
receiving any instruction on planning. After reading the baseline writing prompts, 
students immediately plunged into writing and did no planning. To help the students 
become more skillful writers, instructors introduced the students to several visual 




instruction writing assessments, raters used a modified version of a grammar story scale 
to assess the stories, and an 8-point scale to assess the quality of the compositions. The 
overall findings showed that schematic structure of the students’ stories and the quality of 
the essays was considerably higher than the baseline scores. Learning how to brainstorm, 
list and sequences ideas before writing their stories and essays had a positive effect on 
students’ writing (Troia et al., 1999).  
Similarly, Harrington, Holik, and Hurt (1998) sought to understand the 
phenomenon of planning with visual aids and students’ writing performance. In a fifth-
grade class comprised of struggling writers, ELL students, and students with learning 
disabilities, students were given a baseline writing assessment. After the pre-test, the 
fifth-graders were introduced to a variety of graphic organizers, including a T-chart and a 
Venn diagram. Utilizing a writing rubric, Harrington and colleagues (1998) compared 
students’ pre-writing and post-writing assessment scores. As a result, they found an 
increase in the number of students using a graphic organizer effectively from the first 
assessment to the second assessment. Planning with graphic organizers resulted in 
students staying focused, more organized, and writing with more details (Harrington et 
al., 1998). This finding is congruent to the work of Lee and Tan (2010) who conducted a 
study in an Asian university with thirty-six first-year engineering students, identified as 
novice writers. Over the course of seven weeks, the participants were introduced to 
specific graphic organizers, including a tree diagram, a target diagram, a matrix 







Variety of Visual Organizers  
Figure 5 Figure 5 Variety of Visual Organizers 
 
            Note. Reprinted from “Scaffolding writing using feedback in students; graphic 
organizers- novice writers’ relevance of ideas and cognitive loads”, by Lee, C., & 
Tan, S. (2010). Educational Media International,47(2), p.8.  
 
In weeks four, five and six, the participants were directed to use the organizers to 
generate writing assignments and complete mental difficulty questionnaires designed to 
measure the extent to which the organizers helped lessen the cognitive load. The writing 
assessment scores were based on the ratio of relevant and non-relevant ideas. Lee and 
Tan (2010) found that the relevance of ideas improved on each writing assessment. 
Overall, their findings appear to confirm the notion that visual organizers enable novice 
and struggling writers to see their thinking, which can scaffold students’ metacognitive 




Using Concept Maps for Planning  
 
The idea of concept mapping was originally derived in the 1960s from Ausubel’s 
assimilation theory, which posits that the key determinant of learning is one’s prior 
knowledge (Novak & Cañas, 2006). According to assimilation theory, learning is most 
productive and meaningful when prior knowledge is connected with new information. 
During the 1970s, educator Joseph Novak developed the notion of concept mapping in an 
effort to help students visually represent the relationship between previous knowledge 
and new information (Novak, 1991). In his view, concept maps facilitate learning by 
helping students graphically illustrate the relationships between concepts and ideas. In a 
meta-analysis of 50 studies focused on using concept maps as a learning strategy, Nesbit 
and Adesope (2006) discovered that in comparison with reading text passages, listening 
to lectures, and sharing in classroom discussions, concept maps were more effective for 
retaining content knowledge. In addition, they found concept maps to be an effective 
instructional strategy for brainstorming ideas, increasing vocabulary, and enhancing 
reading comprehension (Nesbit & Adesope, 2006). Over time, concept maps became 
increasingly popular as a pre-writing tool in classrooms because they enabled students to 
visualize the different ideas they planned to use in a written text (Nesbit & Adesope, 
2006; Novak & Cañas, 2006).  
In an effort to learn whether concept mapping benefits EFL learners as a planning 
tool, Ojima (2006) examined applications of the strategy through classroom observations, 
semi-structured interviews, and writing samples of three adult Japanese EFL students, 
Chie, Miho and Yuri. Over the course of four weeks, Ojima (2006) observed the adult 




whole-group instruction, the teacher modeled the strategy to activate students’ prior 
knowledge before asking them to transfer the ideas in the maps to a written product. The 
participants were given a total of four writing tasks to complete in-school and at home. 
The first two assignments required no planning and the last two assignments included 
planning with a concept map. Differences in the writers’ individual composition scores 
were calculated using Hamp-Lyon’s holistic scoring scale. Ojima (2006) reported that 
Chie and Miho’s compositions scores improved in the post-assessments, and Yuri’s 
assessments showed no obvious differences. In reviewing the students’ final composition 
and concept maps, some interesting findings emerged. For example, Chie incorporated a 
few ideas from the concept map into the composition. On the other hand, Miho 
transferred every idea from the concept map into her composition. She also jotted down a 
topic sentence at the top of the concept map, and a concluding sentence at the bottom. 
Lastly, Yuri failed to create a map. Instead, she created a bulleted list of complete 
sentences that she transferred directly into her composition.  
  In addition to classroom observations and analysis of student work, Ojima’s 
(2006) conducted semi-structured interviews to gain even greater insight into the 
students’ perceptions of using concept mapping for planning before writing. The 
students’ revealed several advantages and disadvantages of applying concept mapping to 
the writing process. Chie explained that concept mapping helped her with generating 
ideas because she could visualize them on paper; however, she also mentioned that she 
found it difficult to select the most relevant ideas from the map to include in her 
paragraph. Chie explained that she often skips the concept mapping step in the writing 




is a task requirement. Unlike Chie, Miho said that she gets anxious thinking about writing 
a composition without using a concept map because she likes brainstorming her ideas 
before writing. Interestingly, she mentioned that she tries to create a simple 
organizational structure when drawing her concept map, and finds it helpful to include a 
space for a topic and concluding sentence. Similar to Chie, Miho stated that she also 
skips the concept mapping step on timed exams because she would rather dedicate the 
allotted time to the actual writing process. Finally, while Yuri recognized the potential 
benefits of using a concept map in pre-writing, she explained that she would rather make 
a map in her mind, and didn’t feel she needed to use it as a planning tool. Ojima’s (2006) 
points out that Yuri had no prior experience with using a concept map, whereas Miho and 
Chie were utilizing the strategy for several year prior.  
Consistent with the literature, the learners expressed the benefits of visualizing 
their ideas on a piece of paper. During the interviews, participants also indicated the 
drawbacks of using the map as a planning tool, which may hinder their use of the strategy 
in the future. Acknowledging that a small sample size and “lack of statistical power” is a 
limitation of the present study, Ojima (2006) calls for researchers to further investigate 
concept maps as a pre-writing tool (p. 582). Despite the study’s limitations, the analysis 
of multiple data points (e.g., composition data, classroom observation notes, interviews, 
questionnaire responses from the learners, concept maps) unearths important findings and 
raises new questions about using concept maps to plan before writing.  
Using Outlines for Planning  
 
   Other researchers have sought to understand how pre-writing strategies benefit writing 




effectiveness of pre-writing plans with college students. Drawing on Hayes and Flower’s 
cognitive processes in writing theory, Kellogg (1990) maintains that planning extensively 
before writing can alleviate the cognitive load, improve the fluency of language 
production, and enhance the overall quality of the final product. Thus, Kellogg’s (1990) 
views on writing production align with the overload hypothesis, a theory which suggests 
that pre-writing may help free up space in working memory, and allow the writer to 
expend their cognitive resources on language production. In contrast, some researchers 
view writing through the interaction hypothesis theory, which contends that planning 
before writing is not beneficial and can actually hinder writing performance (Kellogg, 
1991). In particular, Peter Elbow, the author of Writing without Teachers, warned against 
planning with an outline since it can stifle the writer’s flow of ideas (Elbow, 1981). 
Instead, he proposed that writers forego the planning process and begin writing the first 
draft immediately (Elbow, 1981). One of the goals of Kellogg’s (1991) study was to 
investigate the merits of the overload hypothesis by examining two pre-writing strategies- 
outlining and clustering, which is described as choosing a topic word and expanding with 
surrounding details in a cluster formation.  
Two hundred and seven participants were randomly assigned to three conditions: 
(1) no pre-writing time (control group): (2) ten minutes of planning by clustering; (3) ten 
minutes of planning by generating an outline. Two scorers rated the writing pieces for 
content and style by using a seven-point scale for each domain. In addition, raters also 
assessed fluency by counting the numbers of words written per minute. According to 
Kellogg (1990), the study’s findings provided “convincing experimental evidence for the 




the outlining condition improved significantly. However, the clustering condition resulted 
in a higher quantity in the number of ideas generated, but not the quality of ideas 
produced compared with outlining. One unanticipated finding was that clustering 
hindered the overall fluency of the writers compared to the outlining and no pre-writing 
conditions. Kellogg (1990) posited that the results support the overload hypothesis with 
regards to outlining because creating a hierarchical outline allows the writer to both 
generate and organize ideas. His general conclusion is that outlining enables writers to 
organize their ideas better prior to writing, which allows them to devote more of their 
cognitive resources to formulating these ideas effectively in a written text (Galbraith & 
Torrance, 2004; Kellogg, 1991).  
Kellogg’s (1990) research on outlining is complimented by David Galbraith and 
Mark Torrance’s (2004) study on drafting using the interactive strategy. Unlike other 
theories focused on pre-writing, the interactive strategy calls for the organization of ideas 
to be postponed till after writing rather than being applied before writing (Elbow, 1983). 
Determined to prove that the interactive strategy was “misinterpreted by researchers,” 
Galbraith and Torrance (2004) set out to compare it with strategies tested in previous 
research related to planning and drafting (p. 67). To accomplish this, they tested two 
basic models of drafting: one where the writer plans their text by generating an outline 
before writing, and the other where the writer develops their ideas during the writing 
process (Becker, 2006; Galbraith & Torrance, 2004). One hundred and two 
undergraduate students were asked to write an argument within a fifty-minute time frame, 
and the compositions were scored by two-raters. For Galbraith and Torrance(2004), the 




outscored the group that did not plan. Therefore, their results confirm Kellogg’s research 
that developing an outline before writing enhances the overall quality of text (Becker, 
2006; Galbraith & Torrance, 2004; Kellogg, 1991).  
Linear Plans and Text Structures  
 
 As students advance to middle and high school, they are often required to write 
using a variety of different text structures, including compare and contrast, problem-
solution, cause and effect and order and sequence (Torrance, 2016). Skilled writers 
possess text-structure knowledge, which has been linked to writing performance (Becker, 
2006; Troia, 2009). In a similar vein, researchers have found a correlation between 
planning the structure of the text prior to writing and higher writing quality (Rijlaarsdam 
et al., 2003). Kirkpatrick and Klein (2009) examined a planning strategy designed to help 
students plan the structures for compare-contrast essays prior to writing. Eighty-three 
seventh and eighth grade students from a variety of socio-economic backgrounds and 
academic abilities participated in the study. The students were taught how to use the 
Information, Aspect, Paragraph, Number (IAPN) table, which is a linear organizer that is 
divided in columns with headings: information, aspect, paragraph and number. Students 
add corresponding information in each section of the organizer. Before receiving 
instruction on how to plan using the IAPN table, all students were asked to write a 
compare and contrast essay about one topic as a pretest. Following a week of instruction 
on the IAPN table, students were asked to write a compare and contrast essay about a 
different topic, which was used as a post test. All scoring of pre and post tests were done 
by two raters who scored the essays holistically on a ten-point scale. Based on the results, 




students’ writing can be improved by having them learn a genre-specific writing plan 
(Kirkpatrick and Klein, 2009).  
Unlike previous research on compare and contrast instructional studies, 
Kirkpatrick and Klein’s (2009) study differs in a few ways. First, the researchers 
designed the strategy instead of the students’ generating their own plans because it was 
anticipated that the students would not spontaneously create a plan that addressed the 
specific aspects of the compare-contrast text structure. Second, the students were required 
to memorize the plan and reproduce it from memory at the posttest since the researchers 
wanted to assess if the students developed an internal representation, or schema, for the 
plan’s structure. Lastly, the students were not prompted to use the table as their written 
plan during the post test. However, all but one student sketched the IPAN table on scrap 
paper, which indicates that students internalized the structure. In light of my research 
focus on linear outlines, all of Kirkpatrick and Klein’s (2009) findings are extremely 
insightful; yet, one in particular caught my attention.  
 Commenting on the reasons they believe the IPAN table helped the seventh and eighth 
graders plan effectively, Kirkpatrick and Klein (2009) state:  
“Another important organizational element of the IAPN plan was numbering the 
information on the table. The fact that the comparisons are already in a linear 
written form in the plan likely makes it easier for students to translate these 
comparisons into a logical, linear written format for the text itself” (p. 318). 
These findings highlight the need for further research on linear formats and student  





Explicit Instruction of Planning  
 
Providing direct and explicit instruction in how to plan, draft, and revise has 
resulted in positive outcomes on students’ writing and learning (Graham et al., 2016). 
Graham and Perin (2007) posit that teaching novice writers strategies for planning is 
critical for producing strong and lasting effects on composition skills. While instruction 
in planning has shown to improve students’ writing performance, it is not enough to 
simply hand students a plan without teaching them how to actually use that plan (Graham 
& Harris, 1999; McKeown & FitzPatrick, 2018). In order to improve student writing, it is 
important that educators choose the appropriate strategies and interventions for all 
writers, especially struggling writers. In a meta-analysis of 180 experimental design 
studies on strategy interventions for adolescent students with learning disabilities, 
Swanson and Hoskyn (2001) reviewed literature on how information was taught rather 
than what was taught. They categorized the interventions they reviewed into eight 
factors- questioning, sequencing and segmentation, explicit skill modeling, organization 
and explicit practice, small-group setting, indirect-teacher activities, technology, and 
scaffolding. Interestingly, the only factor to contribute to a significant variance to effect 
size was organization and explicit practice (Swanson & Hoskyn, 2001). Thus, Swanson 
and Hosksyn (2001) posited that adolescent students with learning disabilities benefit 
from learning how to organize and having the skill reinforced through explicit modeling 
and practice.  
Most of the research on writing acknowledges that the composing process is a 
cognitively challenging task. Skilled writers utilize a set of cognitive strategies to monitor 




1999; Graham & Perin, 2007). Self-regulation is the ability to consistently manage one’s 
own cognitive behavior when writing (McKeown & FitzPatrick, 2018). In their 
discussion of the cognitive processing theory of writing, Hayes and Flower (1980) note 
“a great part of skill in writing is the ability to monitor and direct one’s composing 
processes” (p.39). To support students in acquiring self-monitoring skills in writing, 
Karen Harris and Steve Graham created an instructional approach known as self-
regulated strategy development (SRSD), which has been utilized in a variety of academic 
areas including reading, spelling, math, and writing (Graham & Harris, 1999). One of the 
goals of SRSD is to develop students’ knowledge of writing by teaching them powerful 
skills and strategies involved in the writing process. For example, using mnemonics, a 
tool that helps students remember a specific part of the writing process or writing genre 
formula, can reduce the cognitive load by providing students with a skeleton of what is 
required (Unzueta,2009). Thus, using mnemonics can help to make the writing process 
simpler for students. SRSD also incorporates visual organizers in the writing approach 
because they give students pictorial or graphical ways to logically organize their ideas 
(Graham & Harris, 1999).  
Embedding self-regulatory strategies in writing instruction has positively 
impacted student writing performance. Studies have examined how self-regulation 
strategies combined with explicit instruction in planning can help students organize their 
writing (De La Paz, 1997; Chalk et al., 2005). The results of these studies have been 
promising. For instance, in meta-analyses examining writing interventions across 
elementary, middle and high schools, SRSD has consistently yielded higher effect sizes 




McKeown & FitzPatrick, 2018). Other researchers have furthered analyzed the effects of 
SRSD and explicit writing instruction. Susan De La Paz (1997) conducted a single 
subject experiment with fifth, sixth, and seventh grade students with learning disabilities 
and low IQ scores. Students were explicitly taught how to use the Think, Plan, Write and 
Say More method to plan their persuasive essays. Prior to receiving direct instruction on 
using the approach, students spent little to no time planning. In fact, most students took 
no longer than six minutes to write their essays on assessments.  
During three consecutive sessions, students received instruction on how to use the 
Think, Plan, Write and Say More method. De La Paz (1997) assessed the effects of 
teaching the strategy by counting the number of ideas on students’ plans and comparing 
them to the number of ideas included in the actual essays. Raters assigned the essays a 
score for quality by using a holistic rubric. The results of the study showed that students’ 
writing significantly improved. The amount of time spent writing increased for several 
students, the quality of their essays doubled and a majority of students adhered to the 
topic. When examining the written plans generated by the students, De La Paz (1997) 
also found that students used key words and self-monitoring questions such as “Did I star 
ideas for both sides?” and “Can I think of anything else?” on the side of their written 
plans (p. 230). De La Paz’s (1997) findings support how combining aspects of SRSD 
with explicit instruction of planning strategies can facilitate students’ ability to produce 
more coherent and qualitatively better essays.   
Explicit instruction of planning has also shown promising results for middle and 
high school students. Similar to De La Paz (2007), Chalk and colleagues (2005) assessed 




a single-subject design study. When stating the significance of the study, the researchers 
point out that there is a relatively small body of literature focused on teaching high school 
students pre-writing strategies (Chalk et al., 2005). Using convenience sampling, fifteen 
students who were identified as having learning disabilities were selected to participate. 
The lead author of the study used direct instruction to model brainstorming strategies 
prior to writing. Participants’ essays were scored by two raters for fluency and overall 
quality based on a writing rubric that assessed four domains: (a) focus and development, 
(b) organization, (c) fluency, and (d) conventions. The results of the study showed that 
the most prominent gains were made in compositional fluency. Chalk and colleagues 
(2005) posited that the gains observed were the result of explicit instruction of 
brainstorming strategies. Lastly, it is interesting to note that the researchers called for 
future studies that isolate the effects of specific variables in planning such as semantic 
webbing or outlining.  
Technology for Planning  
 
With the advent of technology and software programs for writing, more and more 
students are being asked to plan on computers (Torrance, 2016; Unzueta, 2009). 
Technological advancements of computers have facilitated teacher modeling of planning 
instruction. Specifically, projectors, document cameras, and whiteboards provide students 
with the ability to see their work as they plan, and allows for whole-class discussion and 
revision (Kajder, 2005; Unzueta,2009). Computer software programs can generate 
digital-based graphic organizers, which enable students to design and edit visual 
representations of information in alternate forms (Strangman et al.,2003). Apps such as 




and outline format with a click of a button (McKeown & FitzPatrick, 2018). Once a 
student has designed their graphic organizer or concept map, they can easily change it to 
an outline where they can reorganize information and then transfer it to a word 
processing program where they can begin to draft their writing. While more and more 
students are using technological platforms to plan, there are a limited number of studies 
that have compared computer-based planning with handwritten planning, and in those 
that have, the results indicated a modest improvement in the overall quality of student 
writing (Blair et al.,2002; Lin et al.,2004) 
 During a one-month summer remedial program, Blair and colleagues (2002) 
examined the impact of “Inspiration,” a computer software program that helps students 
virtually organize their ideas, with twenty-four seventh and eighth grade students with 
mild learning disabilities. At the beginning of the study, the majority of students were 
reluctant to write at all. Throughout the month-long program, they were taught a story 
webbing strategy using “Inspiration’s” software, and their writing was tracked daily. At 
the end of the program, the researchers reviewed the data and found that more students 
planned before writing, increased their keyboarding skills, and produced a slightly longer 
written product (Blair et al., 2002). However, the researchers found a modest increase in 
the quality of writing, and posited that one-month was not enough time to see an 
significant improvement in the actual quality of the students’ writing. Similarly, Lin and 
colleagues (2004) investigated the use of handwritten and computer-based graphic 
organizers as a pre-writing strategy for persuasive writing with 226 general education 
students by comparing two groups of students- one that used a handwriting plan and one 




planning. The writing assessments were assessed using a 5-point scoring rubric. The 
study found that students who used the digital graphic organizers generated more ideas 
than the handwriting organizer group. However, when looking at the actual work, the 
students who used the handwriting graphic organizer received better scores on their 
writing. Together, both studies indicate the need for further investigation of the effects 
digital planning tools have on student writing performance. 
Students’ Perceptions of the Planning Process  
 
  Almost every study about planning before writing discussed in this chapter includes a 
section related to students’ perceptions on the usefulness of pre-writing strategies. 
Through a combination of pre and post questionnaires, classroom observations and semi-
structured interviews, researchers have gained critical insight into students’ experiences 
with the writing process (Graham& Harris, 1989b; Johnson et al., 2003; Lee & Tan, 
2010). Several studies discovered a connection between students’ knowledge of planning 
and their perceptions on writing. For example, Morris (2007) noted that students who did 
not understand the purpose of pre-writing tended to rush to complete writing assignments 
because they did not see the relevance of the pre-writing stage. Similarly, in Lee & Tan’s 
(2010) study mentioned earlier in this chapter, novice students in a focus group 
discussion mentioned feeling overwhelmed by the writing process before learning how to 
use the graphic organizers. However, the students did express feeling more confident 
with the writing process after planning with the graphic organizers because they afforded 
them the opportunity to visualize and re-group their ideas (Lee & Tan, 2010). One 
unanticipated finding was that students reported feeling that they needed more direct 




conclusions from prior research on explicit instruction and planning (De La Paz, 1997; 
Chalk et al., 2005). 
 In a seminal study by Graham and Harris (1989b), sixth-grade students with 
learning disabilities were taught the mnemonic TREE to help them memorize the steps 
for producing a persuasive essay. The strategy prompted students to provide a Topic 
sentence, provide Reasons for their opinion, Examine the reason from the audience’s 
perspective, and provide an Ending (McKeown & FitzPatrick, 2018). The TREE strategy 
had a positive effect on students’ persuasive essays. Before learning the strategy, only a 
few students’ essays included components of persuasive writing. However, after 
instruction, nearly all of the students’ essays marked improvement. Based on student 
interviews, students perceived that the strategy was the reason their writing scores 
improved. For instance, each student reported that “they believed the strategy helped 
them to write better” (Graham & Harris, 1989b, p. 213). Furthermore, students said that 
the TREE strategy helped them organize their ideas and made writing easier. In fact, 
some even mentioned that their friends should learn the strategy to become better writers. 
In an effort to learn more about the link between metacognitive learning strategies 
and ELL students’ attitudes towards using them in writing, Al-Jarrah, Mansor, Ab 
Rashid, Bashir and Al-Harrah’s (2018) conducted in-depth interviews with ten secondary 
ELL students who were part of an experimental group that received instruction on 
planning strategies including brainstorming, underlining, and sequencing information. 
Findings in Al-Jarrah and colleagues (2018) study are consistent with Lee and Tan’s 
(2010) and Graham and Harris’ (1989b) results. Prior to instruction, participant A 




topic. Other students commented that time management is the most overwhelming issue 
they face when writing. After the post intervention, the majority of students interviewed 
expressed that learning planning strategies helped improve their writing performance, 
including participant A, who said planning strategies helped them organize ideas and 
focus on the paragraph’s topic. However, it is important to note that some of the students 
indicated that they needed more training on how to use brainstorming techniques for 
writing. Overall, Al-Jarrah and colleagues’(2018) interviews provide deeper insight about 
the writing difficulties students face, as well as the strategies they find most helpful.  
Literature Review Summary  
 
In all of the literature reviewed in this chapter, planning has been recognized as a 
critical component of the writing process. Collectively, the evidence presented in this 
section indicates that there is a relationship between planning before writing and 
improvements in the quality of student writing. One possible explanation for these 
findings is that planning has been identified as one of the best ways to reduce cognitive 
capacity limitations (Hayes & Flower, 1980). Furthermore, planning strategies enable 
novice writers to devote more of their cognitive resources on language production (Fayol 
et al., 2012). In several studies reviewed in this chapter, researchers have noted that 
planning with visual organizers can facilitate the cognitive needs of novice writers by 
enabling them to view their ideas on paper. Because my proposed study seeks to explore 
if the type of plan students use affects the quality of their writing, studies related to 
concept maps and outlines were discussed. While both formats proved to help improve 
students’ ability to generate more ideas prior to writing, outlining resulted in better 




theoretical framework section in chapter one, using routine plans have been found to 
reduce some of the cognitive burden of writing because students can potentially retrieve 
the structure or format from long term memory (Deane et al., 2008; Kellogg, 2001; 
Rijlaarsdam et al., 2003; Torrance, 2016). Kirkpatrick and Klein’s (2009) study on text 
structures and linear planning strengthens that idea since students were able to replicate 
an IPAN table on scrap paper during the post-test. Therefore, Kirkpatrick and Klein 
(2009) posit that the linear structure of the plan may have contributed in the students’ 
ability to retrieve it from memory.  
The results of the research also highlight the importance of explicit instruction of 
planning. McKeown & FitzPatrick (2018) posit that if teachers provide direct, explicit 
instruction in self-regulation strategies such as planning, students’ writing skills will 
improve. In interviews aimed at learning more about the students’ experience with the 
planning process, an interesting theme emerged about instruction around planning tools. 
In particular, several students expressed needing direct teacher modeling on the training 
tool (Graham & Harris, 1989b; Lee & Tan, 2010; Ojima’s, 2006). While technological 
tools such as smart boards and document cameras can enhance teacher modeling because 
students can visually see the plans being generated, further investigation is needed on 
using apps and software as planning programs (Blair et al., 2002; Lin et.al, 2004). 
Lastly, authors of several of the studies reviewed called for more research 
isolating the effects of specific planning formats (Al-Jarrah et al., 2018; Lee & Tan, 







CHAPTER 3: METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
 
Research Design  
 
The present study employed an explanatory sequential mixed methods design to 
examine the impact of using specific planning formats on student writing. The data 
collection and analysis occurred over two distinct phases: quantitative followed by 
qualitative. The rationale for using this approach is that quantitative data and their 
subsequent analysis provide a general understanding of the topic of study. The qualitative 
data and their analysis refine and explain those results by exploring the participants’ view 
in greater depth (Creswell, 2018). As seen in Figure 6, by bringing both quantitative and 
qualitative data together in one study, and intentionally integrating the data, the 
researcher can access knowledge, and insight, which can result in drawing inferences that 
may not occur if a quantitative or qualitative study is undertaken independently (Terrell, 
2016).  
Figure 6 
Two-Phase Explanatory Sequential Design Phase Explanatory Sequential Design 
Figure 6 Figure 6 Two-Phase Explanatory Sequential Design
 
Figure 6. Note. This graphic provides a simple diagram of the procedures in the two-




methods research (p. 39), by J.W. Creswell, 2015, Sage Publishing, Inc. Copyright 2015 
by Sage Publishing, Inc.  




1) Do seventh and eighth-grade students that use a Single-Paragraph Outline (SPO) 
before writing a paragraph earn a higher scaled range score on their pre-and post-
writing assessments than students who use a concept map and students who do 
not use a planning tool?  
2) What are the seventh and eighth-grade students’ perceptions of the planning tool 
they used to write their post-writing assessment?  
Hypothesis  
 
H0: There will be no statistically significant difference in the pre-and post-writing 
assessment scaled scores of seventh and eighth-grade students who use an SPO 
before writing a paragraph, students who use a concept map before writing a 
paragraph and students who do not use any planning tool. 
Research Sites 
 
The target population for this study was drawn from 702 seventh and eighth-grade 
students in seven middle schools within two districts in Louisiana, District A and District 
B. Pseudonyms are used throughout this study to ensure the confidentiality of both 
research sites and participants. Participating schools were from a mix of urban, suburban, 
and rural settings. Table 1 shows the demographic information of both districts 







Table 1Demographic Information 
District A District B 
• Total school enrollment = 8,154  
• Students by Race/Ethnicity: 
o African American (84.8%) 
o White (12.7%) 
o Hispanic (1.3%) 
o Asian (1.0%) 
o Native American/Alaskan 
American (0.1%) 
o Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 
(0.1%)  
• English Proficiency  
o Full English Proficient 
(99.08%) 
o Limited English Proficiency 
(0.92%) 
• Economically Disadvantaged  
o (85.32%) 
• Total school enrollment = 22,417 
• Students by Race/Ethnicity: 
o White (57%) 
o African American (29%) 
o Hispanic (9%) 
o Asian (3.0%) 
o Native American/Alaskan  
American (0.1%) 
o Hawaiian/Pacific Islander (0.1%)  
• English Proficiency  
o Full English Proficient 
(96.18%) 
o Limited English 
Proficiency  
(3.82%) 
• Economically Disadvantaged  
o (53.67%) 
 
I selected these sites to conduct my study for several reasons. First, I had a close 
working relationship with the leaders and educators from both districts. Despite the 
COVID-19 pandemic, both district superintendents approved the present study, and 
appointed an on-site coordinator from each middle school to assist me with conducting 
the study remotely. One of my research goals was to assess the impact of using specific 
planning tools on students’ writing performance. Therefore, I set out to examine student 
writing samples from students who had experience with using the SPO for pre-planning. 
All of the participating middle schools in District A and B had teachers trained in using 
the Hochman Method; thus, they were familiar with the SPO. In addition, there were also 




which allowed for control groups. Both districts use the state’s English Language Arts 
(ELA) curriculum, so students had access to similar texts and resources. Lastly, both 
districts used blended models of in-person and remote learning. By selecting participants 
from in-person classrooms, I could examine the impact of students planning by hand, 
which was one of the specific objectives of this study. 
Sampling and Participants  
 
In the present study, I utilized purposive sampling to select the participants. 
Purposive sampling enables a researcher to identify and select groups of individuals that 
share specific characteristics or experiences that are related to the phenomenon of interest 
(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007; Patton, 1990). In order to select participants for the 
study, I established the following eligibility criteria for the on-site coordinators to use 
when selecting samples: (a) in-person students only (b) students in classrooms that had 
ELA teachers who were rated effective on their 2018-2019 state performance reviews, 
the most recent review due to the lack of state testing during the pandemic, and (c) 
classes comprised of students with similar proficiency levels in writing on their state 
ELA exams. When first meeting with district leaders, I requested examining eighth-grade 
students’ writing samples for my research. However, the district leaders suggested 
expanding the number of participants to include both seventh and eighth-grade students 
due to the uncertainties around continued in-person classes during the pandemic. The 
districts leaders explained that based on the most recent state ELA exam scores, seventh 
and eighth-grade students had similar writing proficiency levels. Therefore, for the 
purposes of this study, the seventh and eighth-grade students’ samples were viewed as 




This study was designed to assess the impact of planning with three different 
conditions: Group A (SPO), Group B (Concept Map), and Group C (Scratch). The 
primary factor in assigning the conditions was the ELA classroom teachers’ experience 
with using the Hochman Method and the SPO. Group A consisted of students who had 
ELA teachers that were fully trained in the method and used the SPO regularly in their 
classrooms. Group B was comprised of students in ELA classes with teachers who had 
little or no training in the Hochman Method. Instead of using the SPO with their students, 
school leaders observed the teachers using the graphic organizers provided in the state’s 
ELA curriculum. Lastly, Group C contained students in ELA classes with teachers who 
received full training in the Hochman Method, as well as teachers who received little or 
no training.  
Phase 1: Procedures and Instruments for Quantitative Data Collection (Pre-
Assessments) 
 
 At the beginning of Phase 1, I shared a password protected Google Drive folder 
with the on-site coordinators. The folder included the pre-and post-assessments, post-
assessment questionnaires, and a checklist of instructions. Because of COVID-19 travel 
restrictions, I was unable to travel to Louisiana to meet with the teachers face to face, so I 
created a brief video tutorial to guide them through the steps of the study. Given that the 
study’s timeline could be affected by classrooms needing to transition to remote learning 
due to the pandemic, the on-site coordinators requested a two-week window to administer 
the assessments. Therefore, the teachers administered the pre-assessments from 




For the purposes of this study, it was essential to have a baseline measurement of 
students’ writing skills. Therefore, seventh and eighth-grade students in Groups A, B, and 
C, were given an expository writing prompt directing them to write a paragraph about a 
character from a book, short story, or play, and explain how that character changes in the 
story (see Appendix A for the pre-assessment). Students were required to complete the 
pre-assessment in a single-class ELA period, which is approximately forty-five minutes 
in all seven middle schools. Because the study was administered to in-person students, 
teachers distributed the assessments and a piece of scratch paper in case students wanted 
to jot down their ideas on paper (see Appendix E for scratch paper). To protect the 
privacy of the participants, the on-site coordinators created group rosters with candidate 
codes for each student and uploaded them to the shared Google Drive folder. For the 
purposes of matching students’ pre- and post-assessments, students were asked to write 
their candidate codes, which their teachers provided them, on all documents. From 
September 23, 2020 to October 12, 2020, the on-site coordinators scanned the pre-
assessments and scratch paper to a shared Google Drive folder. In total, the districts 
uploaded 702 pre-assessments and 126 scratch paper samples.  
Phase 1: Using Comparative Judgment for Quantitative Data Analysis  
 
At the end of Phase I, teachers from across all of the middle-schools assessed the 
seventh and eighth-grade students’ pre-assessments by using comparative judgment on an 
online software platform developed by an organization based in the UK known as No 
More Marking (NMM). Rubrics are the most commonly used tools to assess writing 
(Kohn, 2006; McKeown & FitzPatrick, 2018). However, using rubrics to assess writing 




reliability and validity because the scores rely heavily on subjective personal preferences 
about quality (Kohn, 2006; Meadows & Billington, 2005). Several researchers have 
reported on the limitations in scoring reliability of extended written responses (Meadows 
& Billington, 2005; Murphy, 1982; Ofqual, 2018c). In England, He, Anwyll, Glanville, 
and Deavall (2013) examined the reliability and validity of eleven-year-old students’ 
writing responses that were scored on a detailed rubric by experienced teachers. Despite 
extensive training, monitoring and standardization, the students’ writing scores were 
found to vary substantially.  
Kohn (2006) posits that assessing writing through the use of rubrics can be 
problematic because rubrics are designed to function as scoring guidelines, but often 
serve as arbiters of quality and agents of control over what is taught and valued. Because 
it is easier for scorers to agree on spelling, punctuation and other specific written 
conventions outlined in a writing rubric, classroom instruction may be distorted to focus 
heavily on what is being assessed (Meadows & Billington, 2005). In an attempt to 
address the inconsistency in grading, the Department of Education in England changed 
the rubrics used to assess eleven-year-old students by including more precise language 
such as statements on using hyphens, fronted adverbial phrases, etc. (Anwyll et al., 
2013). As a result, the specificity of the language in the rubric led to greater problems 
with validity, and the shifts in formality caused teachers to coach students to include 
those devices in their writing. As evidenced in several of the writing samples, most 
students did not use the devices appropriately (Anwyll et al., 2013).  
Given some of the reliability and validity issues associated with assessing 




software that provides educators with an alternative approach to scoring writing with 
rubrics known as comparative judgement (see Appendix I). Comparative judgement is a 
process where scorers, or “judges,” read two pieces of writing and make a holistic 
professional judgement on which piece of writing they think is better (see Figure 7). Each 
judge makes a series of judgments, and several judges participate in the process. One 
piece of writing may be judged ten to twenty times. Judges receive an infit score, which 
reveals if their judgements agreed with the final measurement scale. To ensure judging 
consistency, the judgments of any judge who completes less than 20 judgments or has an 
infit score greater than 1.3 are removed from the overall anchoring process (Pollitt, 
2012).  
Figure 7 
Student Writing Samples on the NMM Online Platform 
Figure 7 Student Writing Samp
les on the NMM Online 
Platform 
The comparative judgment process uses a statistical model based on Bradley-
Terry-Luce (BTL) model that combines the judgements to place every piece of writing on 




participating schools make judgements for the students at their school. Every tenth 
judgment or so that they make is a moderated judgment. A moderated judgement is a 
judgement made on a pair of assessments from another participating school. Teachers 
may also make judgments on previously judged anchor assessments. The moderated 
judgments coupled with anchor paper judgements helps to maintain the consistency in the 
allocation of scale scores based on the judgements made across different schools 
(Wheadon et al., 2019).  
 In March 2020, No More Marking, in coordination with a researcher from the 
Statistics and Assessment Research Department at the University of Oxford, conducted a 
study with nine schools to compare the reliability, efficiency, and validity of comparative 
judgement with the Teacher Assessment Framework (TAF), a rubric commonly used to 
assess writing in the UK. Teachers scored 349 Year 6 (5th grade) students’ writing 
samples using both TAF and comparative judgment. The overall findings showed that: 
(a) comparative judgment reduced the frequency of errors and inconsistencies in scoring 
as compared to TAF, (b) comparative judgement achieved a similar level of reliability to 
the TAF in half the time, and (c) teachers rewarded a largely similar construct when 
assessing with comparative judgment or the TAF (Wheadon et al., 2019).  
 In addition to the increased reliability, efficiency and validity of comparative 
judgment, there were several reasons why I decided to use NMM for assessing the 
student writing samples in this study. First, several of the schools within District A and B 
had previously used the NMM platform to assess student writing in their schools, so they 
were familiar with the judging process. Second, the NMM software is designed to 




the student work and limiting potential judging bias. Third, instead of independent 
scorers or outside consultants assessing the samples, the NMM platform allows school 
leaders and teachers to be part of the assessment process by judging their own students’ 
writing. As teachers are judging the student work, they often record patterns and trends 
they are observing. For example, teachers may notice that several students are not writing 
topic sentences at the beginning of their paragraphs, which may inform their future 
classroom writing instruction. Lastly, once the pre- and post-writing assessments are 
scored, NMM produces a report with the students’ scaled score with confidence intervals, 
which would help me assess if the planning tool had any impact on the students’ pre- and 















Example of Students’ Scale Scores in NMM Data ReportFigure 8: Example o f Students ’ Scale Scores  in NMM Data ReporFigure 9 Figure 8 Example of Students' Scale Scores in NMM Data Report 
 
Phase 1: Quantitative Data Analysis (Pre-Assessments) 
 
During late September through early October 2020, the on-site coordinators 
scanned and uploaded the students’ pre-assessments to the Google-Drive folder. Then, I 
uploaded 702 pre-assessments to the No More Marking platform. In late October, NMM 
released judging links, which were unique links for each school to judge their own 




From mid-October to late October 2020, NMM opened the judging window, and 48 
teachers across both districts began the judging process. I was able to access NMM as an 
administrator to view the judging progress, as well as the reliability (see Figure 9). NMM 
defines reliability as a number that represents the degree to which different judges agree 
in their decisions. Reliability is measured on a scale of 0-1. With comparative judgment, 
a reliability of at least .65 is acceptable, while a reliability of .80 is preferred (Wheadon et 
al., 2019). Typically, the reliability increases as more judges make judgements.  
Figure 9 
NMM Administrative Report on a School’s Judging Progress 
Figure 10 Figure 9 Example of NM M Adm inis trative Repor t on a School ’s  Judging Progress  
 
In the last week of October, NMM released the pre-assessment scaled student 
writing scores, which served as a baseline writing measurement of students’ writing 
proficiency. A review of the scaled scores revealed the students’ writing skills were 
similar across schools and districts. At the same time the pre-assessment data was 




Phase 2: Procedures and Instruments for Quantitative Data Collection (Post-
Assessments) 
 
During the week of October 26, 2020, teachers began to administer the post-
writing assessments. Teachers asked students to write a paragraph in response to the 
following expository writing prompt: Choose a character from a book, short story or play, 
and write a paragraph about a problem the character experiences and how they tried to fix 
that problem. The prompt was slightly changed from the pre-assessment prompt to 
prevent students from feeling like they were repeating the same exact task, or 
inadvertently making them feel like they had to try and remember what they wrote for the 
pre-assessment (see Appendix B for the post-assessment). As seen in Table 2, for the 
post-assessment, Groups A, B and C were each assigned a different condition. Teachers 
directed students in Group A to plan their post-assessment paragraph using the Single-
Paragraph Outline, teachers directed students in Group B to plan their post-assessment 
paragraph using the Concept Map, and teachers directed students in Group C to write 
their post-assessment paragraph without an assigned planning tool. However, teachers did 
provide Group C with a piece of scratch paper and told students that they could use it if 
they chose to do so. Teachers did not coach students in Group C into using a specific 











Post-Assessment Assigned Conditions Table 2 Post-Assessment Assigned Conditions 
 
Phase 2: Procedures and Instruments for Qualitative Data Collection 
 
The present study was designed to assess the impact specific planning tools have 
on students’ writing performance. The study also sought to address the research question, 
“What are the seventh and eighth-grade students’ perceptions of the planning tool they 
used to write their post-writing assessment? Creswell and Plano Clark (2010) contend 
that mixed methods designs characteristically integrate methods that are not normally 
used together, such as embedding open-ended questions within Likert scale instruments. 
In order to gain insights into students’ perceptions of the SPO and the concept map, I 




B after they completed their post-assessment (see Appendix F). Students in both groups 
received the same questionnaire. 
To ensure that students would properly identify their formerly-used tool, I included a 
small graphic of both the SPO and the Concept Map as a visual reminder at the top of the 
document.  
Teachers directed students to rate if they 1:Strongly Agree, 2:Agree, 3:Neither 
Agree nor Disagree, 4:Disagree, or 5:Strongly Disagree with the following three 
statements: (a) The planning tool helped me organize my ideas. (b) The planning tool 
made it easier for me to write my paragraph. (c) I would use this planning tool to plan a 
paragraph again. Likert-type scales allow for degrees of opinion, which can be helpful in 
gaining insight into a phenomenon (Koskey, 2016). However, by only focusing one form 
of questioning a researcher may not obtain the full potential of the survey (McLeod, 
2019). To compliment the Likert-type scale statements, I included one open-ended 
question, which provided students with a space to share any additional comments about 
the planning tool. In addition to learning the percentages of how students rated the 
statements, reviewing the students’ open-ended responses helped me obtain a deeper 
understanding of students’ thoughts on the tool, and it provided me with the opportunity 
to discover information that I may have otherwise missed.  
Phase 2: Quantitative Data Collection (Post-Assessments) 
 
Throughout the week of November 18, 2020, on-site coordinators began the 
progress of scanning and uploading the post-assessments, planning tools or scratch paper 
(if used), and student questionnaires to the Google Drive folder. Table 3 provides the 





Total Numbers of Pre-and-Post Assessments and Post-Assessment Questionnaires 
Collected Table 3 Total Numbers of Pre-and-Post Assessments and Post-Assessment Questionnaires Collected 
 
 The on-site coordinators uploaded 381 post-assessments, which was a decrease 
from the pre-assessment numbers. As predicted, several classes had to quarantine and 
transition back to remote learning due to increased COVID-19 cases in their schools. As 
previously mentioned, the focus of this study was on in-person students’ writing. 
Consequently, when students transitioned back to remote learning, they were no longer 
able to submit hand-written outlines, concept maps, scratch paper, etc. On-site 
coordinators uploaded 230 questionnaires to the shared Google Drive: 130 from Group A 
(SPO) and 100 from Group B (Concept Map). Similar to the decrease in the post-
assessments, the on-site coordinators associated the lower questionnaire numbers with 
students having to transition to remote learning.  
In early December, after I uploaded the post-assessments to the NMM platform, I 
emailed the on-site coordinators their unique judging links to assess their own students’ 
post-writing assessments. Upon returning from winter break, 38 teachers judged the post-
assessments. In total, 86 teachers made multiple judgements on their students’ pre-and 
post-assessments (Table 4). Based on the number of judgments, NMM’s platform 




by several different judges. As a result, the overall reliability scores surpassed the .80 
preferred reliability. 
Table 4 
Overall Numbers of Pre-and Post-assessments Judgments and Reliability Scores per 
School Table 4 Overall Numbers of Pre-and Post-assessments Judgments and Reliability Scores per School 
 
Phase 2: Quantitative Data Analysis (Pre-and Post-Assessments) 
 
In early January 2021, NMM released the scaled scores of all 381 post-assessment 
writing samples. In total, 339 students completed the pre-and post- assessments and were 
successfully matched between the assessment sessions. For data cleaning purposes, I 
scanned the assessments visually to ensure that there were no blank or illegible 
submissions. I discovered 5 assessments that were illegible, 2 assessments that appeared 
to be false matches as their handwriting did not match, and 1 assessment for plagiarism. 
Before removing the assessments from the data analysis, I contacted the students’ on-site 
coordinator to review the assessments in question, and they confirmed the discrepancies. 




revised matched data file from NMM into IBM SPSS and ran descriptive statistics to 
determine if there was a change in the mean scores of the pre-and-post assessments. 
Additionally, I conducted a within subjects t-test to determine if the changes in pre-and 
post-assessment scaled scores were statistically significant. To ensure that the removal of 
assessments did not bias the analysis, I repeated the analysis with the original 339 
students and found no material difference in the results. 
Phase 2: Qualitative Data Analysis (Post-Assessment Questionnaires)  
 
Prior to analyzing the post-assessment questionnaires, I removed blank and 
illegible questionnaires. I generated an Excel spreadsheet to input each students’ Likert-
scale ratings, as well open-ended comments. Because the Likert scale data is ordinal in 
nature, I inputted the data into SPSS and ran descriptive statistics to calculate frequency 
distributions (Urdan, 2010). For the purposes of this study, I used Hypothesis Coding, the 
application on a researcher-generated, predetermined list of codes, onto qualitative data 
that is intended to help the researcher assess a hypothesis (Saldaña, 2012). In advance of 
reviewing the data, the researcher develops codes from a theory or prediction about what 
will be found in the data before the data has been collected or analyzed. Ethnographer 
Martin Hammersley (1992) admits: 
“…we cannot but rely on constructing hypotheses, assessing them against 
experiences and modifying them where necessary, [even when we] adopt a more 
informal and broader approach in which we sacrifice some of the sharpness of the 





DeCuir-Gunby, Marshall, and McCulloch (2011) suggest that the development of 
predetermined theory-driven codes in addition to data-driven codes is an effective 
strategy for codebook development. Bernard (2006) notes that Hypothesis Coding is a 
strategic choice for a study that is extremely focused or narrow in focus. Saldaña (2012) 
posits that even if a researcher discovers that their proposed hypothesis is disconfirmed 
through discrepant cases or statistical analysis, that is a benefit in itself because it forces 
the researcher to look deeper at the data, thus leading to more trustworthy findings.  
Theoretical Framework and Hypothesis Coding  
 
 The theoretical framework can help to inform the researcher’s Hypothesis Codes 
(Bernard, 2006).The cognitive processing theory undergirds this present study. Because 
writing can impose a heavy burden on working memory, planning extensively before 
writing can alleviate the cognitive load, improve the fluency of language production, and 
enhance the overall quality of the final product (Kellogg, 1990).Visual organizers can 
fulfill the cognitive needs of novice writers by enabling them to view the relationship 
between their ideas and concepts (Lee & Tan, 2010) Specifically, outlines can help 
students organize their thoughts, which can result in students’ feeling less overwhelmed 
and more motivated to write (Becker, 2006). Existing research on the cognitive processes 
and planning before writing helped to inform my Hypothesis Codes (see Table 5). As I 
reviewed students’ open-ended comments, I annotated the data by noting the code 








Example of some of the Hypothesis Codes used for Open-Ended Responses Analysis  
Table 5 Example of some of the Hypothesis Codes used for Open-Ended Responses Analysis 
 
Table 6 
Code Example Of Open-Ended Responses on Questionnaire  
Table 6 Code Example Of Open-Ended Responses on Questionnaire 
Open-ended responses  CODE  
Student A: 1./2. This planning tool (SPO) helped 
me organize my ideas, it made it easier for me 
to write my paragraph and it helped me know 
how to start my paragraph. 
 
Student B: 1. the planning tool (SPO) helped me 
keep up with my thoughts. 
 
1. ORGANIZED IDEAS  
Student F: 2. the concept map made it easier for 
me write the paragraph; I really liked it.  
 
Student D: 2. This (SPO) helped me make my 
paragraph - it made it easier for me to write a 
paragraph. 
 
Student B: 2. I felt like this (SPO) process made 
it easier for me to understand more what to do. 
 
2. EASIER TO WRITE  
 
In reviewing the responses, I discovered that students addressed themes that I did 




labeling it?” Another student from Group A (SPO) wrote, “it should have more lines 
cause I like to write and explain things.” Interestingly, I did not anticipate that students 
would give specific feedback on the format of the tool. As a result, I added 
FORMATTING as a code.  
Phase 2: Qualitative Data Collection (Student Interviews) 
 
As Morse (2003) maintains, key informants need to be carefully chosen since they 
hold special knowledge that can assist the researcher in gaining important insights into 
the phenomenon under study. In a similar vein, Patton (1990) notes that studying 
information-rich cases yields an in-depth understanding of the topic of study. In order to 
recruit interviewees who would provide rich information, I employed criterion sampling, 
a purposive sampling strategy that enables the researcher to select participants who meet 
a pre-determined criteria of importance (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2010). In criterion 
sampling, researchers pursue finding participants who have had a shared experience, but 
vary in their individual perceptions of that experience (Morse, 2003). Lastly, criteria 
sampling can provide an important qualitative component to quantitative data, which is 
useful in mixed methods research studies (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2010; Morse, 2003).  
 I established the following criteria for selecting interviewees: (a) students had a 
matched pre-and post-assessment scaled writing score, (b) wrote an extended open-ended 
response that explained their perception of the planning tool, and (c) their scaled writing 
score changed (either increased or decreased from the pre-assessment to the post-
assessment). I also wanted to interview a mixture of students who either reported that the 




student data, I was able to apply the criteria and narrow down the selection of 
interviewees (see Table 7). 
Table 7 
Example of Criteria Chart for Selecting IntervieweesTable 7 Example of Criteria  
N=331  
 For example, I requested to interview one student in Group A (SPO), for the 
following reasons: (a) the pre-and post-assessment scaled writing score increased from a 
358 to a 368 (b) the student circled strongly agree for all three statements regarding the 
SPO, and (c) the student wrote: “This should be used in each grade to make it easier to 
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Student in Group A’s Post-Assessment Questionnaire 
Figure 11 Student in Group A's Post-Assessment Questionnaire 
 
 I generated a list of 50 possible interviewees (25 from Group A and 25 from 
Group B) which I submitted to the on-site coordinators for their review. However, as 
anticipated, some students were no longer in attendance at the school or transitioned to 
remote learning. Therefore, the on-site coordinators confirmed 40 of the students on my 
list as available interviewees. I requested to interview each student individually because I 
feared that they would not be as comfortable to speak candidly around their peers. 
Because of the disruptions in classroom instruction during the school year, the school 




back to their classes. As a result, the on-site coordinators scheduled each student’s 
interview to last for approximately 5-10 minutes. In addition, I collaborated with them on 
scheduling the dates and times across the schools and also confirmed that the student had 
a signed parental permission slip to participate in the study. Because I wanted recording 
capabilities, I provided the Zoom links. All interviews were recorded and saved in a 
password protected file in Dropbox. As an additional measure, I also recorded the 
interviews on my iPhone and iPad for backup.  
In early January 2021, I commenced semi-structured interviews via Zoom. As 
Salmons (2015) posits, the first few minutes of an interview are decisive; therefore, it is 
incumbent on the interviewer to make the interviewee feel at ease before asking them to 
share their experiences. At the beginning of each interview, I introduced myself and 
explained that I was conducting research around writing. I reiterated that (a) the Zoom 
recordings were for research purposes only, (b) the recordings would be deleted, and (c) 
their identities would be kept confidential. I expressed my interest in hearing their 
opinions about the planning tool, and I stressed that there were no right or wrong 
answers. Because students completed their post-assessments in November, I was 
concerned that too much time had lapsed between the assessments and the interviews. 
Therefore, to remind the students of the study, I made a PowerPoint presentation 
recapping the steps and shared my screen on Zoom. Furthermore, I added a screenshot of 
their post-assessment questionnaire to help them recall their perceptions of the tools (see 
Figure 11). I was also able to use it as a frame of reference, and direct students back to it 






Researcher (top box in right-hand corner) Conducting Student Interview on Zoom 
Figure 12 Figure 11 Researcher (top box in right-hand corner) Conducting Student Interview on Zoom 
 
During semi-structured interviews, the researcher should not provide a great deal 
of guidance and avoid influencing the answers to fit a particular point of view (Salmons, 
2015). Researchers should plan to ask open and general questions, as well as exploratory 
probing questions (Moser & Korstjens, 2018; Salmons, 2015). In advance of the 
interviews, I planned to ask three general questions (1) “Do you typically plan before you 
write? If so, how?” (2)“Did the planning tool help you write your paragraph? If so, 
how?” (3)“Would you use the plan again in the future? Why or Why not?” I created a 
chart with the same Hypothesis Codes that I used to analyze the open-ended responses. If 
students addressed one of the themes, I jotted down their candidate code in the column 
for reference. If the student said something I did not anticipate, I also took note in a blank 
column in the chart.  
Salmons (2015) notes that researchers may experience challenges during 
interviews, such as interviewing participants who have difficulty sharing their real 
feelings, or interviewing participants who behave differently when they are being 




capture data because some interviewees only responded with “Yes, Ma’am” and “No, 
Ma’am” answers; they also retracted the statements they wrote on their questionnaire. 
These students were extremely polite, so it appeared to me that they may not have felt 
comfortable with sharing their true feelings about the tools. In total, I was able to use 37 
student interviews- 20 from Group A (SPO) and 17 from Group B (Concept Map).  
Phase 2: Qualitative Data Analysis (Student Interviews)  
 
To facilitate analysis of virtual recordings, it is essential that the researcher 
transcribes the data verbatim so the transcripts are accurate and reflect the interview 
experience (Moser & Korstjens, 2018). Therefore, I listened to all of the Zoom recordings 
multiple times to ensure that I captured the interviewees responses accurately. Similar to 
how I coded the open-ended responses on the questionnaires, I used the same Hypothesis 
Codes as the lens for analyzing students’ interviews. I color-colored, line by line, the 















Example of Codes from Student Interviews Table 8 Example of Codes from Student Interviews 
Interview Responses  CODE  
Student K: 1. It helped break paragraph down 
into pieces. (SPO) 
 
Student C: 1. It helped me organize my ideas 
(SPO) 
 
Student D: 1. It helped me figure out how to put 
my words together (Concept Map) 
 
1. ORGANIZED IDEAS  
Student P: 2. It made it is a lot easier than 
planning in my head. (Concept Map) 
 
Student J: 2. It made it easier for me to explain 
what I was trying to talk about it. (SPO) 
 




For this study, I employed an explanatory sequential mixed methods design, an 
approach that proved appropriate for this study. Creswell (2015) maintains that one of the 
benefits of this design model lies in the fact that the researcher can examine the results of 
the first quantitative phase to determine what results need further exploration in the 
second qualitative phase. In Phase I, I was able to obtain a baseline measure of students’ 
paragraph skills and examine if, and how, they preplanned their writing. In Phase 2, 
students were assigned to one of three conditions: (a) planning with a linear outline, an 
SPO, (b) planning with a Concept Map, or (c) students were not given a specific tool, 
only Scratch paper to use if they chose so. The NMM comparative judging platform 
provided students’ scaled pre-and post-assessment scores, which helped to quantify the 




having students complete a post-assessment questionnaire that combined closed Likert-
type scale questions with an open-ended response, I was able to gain a deeper 
understanding about perceptions of the SPO and the Concept Maps. By using criterion 
sampling, I was able to select a range of students who had both similar and different 
experiences using the planning tools. Through my quantitative and qualitative analysis, I 
was able to confirm some of the themes that I predicted in advance of the study while 

























The first research question in this study sought to determine if seventh and eighth-
grade students who used a Single-Paragraph Outline (SPO) before writing a paragraph 
would earn a higher scaled range score than students who used a concept map, and 
students who did not use any specific planning tool and were only provided scratch 
paper. In order to answer that question, I had to compare students’ baseline paragraphs 
(completed without a specific planning tool) to the paragraphs they wrote after they pre-
planned using a specific tool (either an SPO or concept map) to determine if a change in 
writing scores was dependent on their assigned planning tool.  
Descriptive Statistics   
 
After receiving the matched data file from NMM, I inputted the data into IBM 
SPSS and ran descriptive statistics (see Table 9). The scores on the pre-assessment 
ranged from 297 to 396, with a mean of 349.The scores on the post-assessment ranged 
from 283 to 405, with a mean of 351. As both assessments are on the same scale, the 
cohort overall showed a 2-point increase. However, some students scored lower on the 
post-assessment, with some lower scores and a wider range (see Table 9). A within 
subjects t-test between the pre-assessment and post-assessment scores was not 
significant, which means we cannot reject the null hypothesis that there was no change in 
scores between the pre-assessment and post-assessment scaled scores (t=-1.387, df=330, 
p=.067). However, the difference between the pre-and post-assessments may hide 








Descriptive Statistics Table 9 Descriptive Statistics 
 
Condition  Range     Minimum   
                 Statistic      Statistic  
Maximum  
 Statistic  
Mean 
Statistic  
 Std.         Skewness      Kurtosis 
Deviation  Stat. Std.  Error  Stat.   Std. Error     
            
Pre              99                297 
Post.           122               283          
Valid N    
   396 
 405  
348.94 
350.77 
 14.600     -. 123    .134       485         .267 
 20.619     - .398    .134      .027         .267 
            
      N=331 
The scores on both the pre- and post-assessments are relatively normally 
distributed, although there is a greater degree of negative skew on the post-assessment 
scores (see Table 9 and Figures 12 and 12.1). The skewness of the post- assessment was -
.398 compared to -.123 on the pre-assessment. However, there is no suggestion that a 
parametric analysis is not suitable for these data.  
Figure 12 
Distribution of the Pre-Assessment Scores Figure 13: Distribution of the Pre-Assessment Scores 







 Distribution of the Post-Assessment Scores Fi 
Figure 15 Figure 12.1 Distribution of the Post-Assessment Scores 
 
Considering the three conditions, both Group C (Scratch) and Group B (Concept Map) 
saw a slight decrease in their means, while Group A (SPO) saw an increase in their mean 
of 5.55 score points. The increase in the range noted above appeared to be due to a wider 
range of scores in the scratch group on the post assessment. The standard deviation of all 
groups was similar at the pre-assessment stage, but the standard deviation of Group C 
(Scratch) and Group A (SPO) groups increased between the pre-and post-assessments 














Descriptive Statistics by Condition  
 
Table 10 Descriptive Statistics by Condition 
Condition Factor   Pre Post Change 
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Figure 12.2  
 
Median and Interquartile Ranges of the Conditions for the Pre-Assessment 
Figure 16 Figure 12.2 Median and Interquartile Ranges of the Conditions for the Pre-Assessment 
 
Figure 12.3  
Median and Interquartile Ranges of the Conditions for the Post-Assessment 









Figure 12.4  
Median and Interquartile Ranges of the Conditions for the Change  
Figure 18 F igure 12.4 Median and Interquarti le Ranges of  the Conditions for the Change 
Scores 
 
The results suggest that the mean change for Group A (SPO) does appear to differ from 
the other two conditions, with little overlap between the SPO and the other two 
conditions (see Figure 12.5).  
Figure 12.5  
Means and Confidence Intervals of the Change in Assessment ScoresFigure res 





However, the descriptive statistics only indicate the direction the results are 
going, they do not tell us how likely the results are to have occurred by chance. 
Therefore, I carried out an ANOVA on the data (see Table 11). 
Table 11 
 
The One-Way Within Subjects ANOVA of the Effects of Writing Condition on Change in 
Scores Table 11 The One-Way Within Subjects ANOVA of the Effects of Writing Condition on Change in Scores 
   Change Sum of Squares df Mean Square  F         Sig. 
  Between Groups 
  Within Groups 










5.701     .004 
100 
 
Table 11 shows a summary table for the analysis of variance for this experiment. 
The ANOVA shows that there was a significant effect of condition (F=5.701, p.= 0.004, 
MS=1822). I also computed the effect sizes of the condition.  
Table 12 
 
The Effect Size of Writing Condition on Change in Writing Scores 
Table 12 The Effect Size of Writing Condition on Change in Writing Scores 
Change   Point 
Estimate.       
95 % Confidence Levels 
Lower     Upper 
 
     Eta-squared 
     Epsilon-squared 
     Omega-squared 
     Fixed-effect 
     Omega-squared 
     Random-effect 
 
  .034 
  .028 
  .028 
 













The effect size of the condition is 0.34 (Table 12), which is a small positive effect of 




Post-hoc tests undertaken with Tukey’s Honest Significant Differences confirmed 
that the positive effect revealed by the ANOVA is due to the mean difference between 
the SPO and Scratch and SPO and Concept conditions, which were both significant at the 
0.05 level (see Table 13). There is no significant difference between the Scratch and 
Concept conditions.  
Table 13 
Post-hoc Tukey HSD of Writing Condition on Change in Writing Scores 
Table 13 Post-hoc Tukey HSD of Writing Condition on Change in Writing Scores 





Std. Error  Sig.  95% Confidence Levels      
          Lower          Upper 
            Bound        Bound     
  Scratch 
 
 
  Concept Map 
    
 


















  2.637      .965 
  2.320      .018          
  
  2.637     .965 
  2.439     .012 
 
  2.320      .018 
  2.439.     .012 
 
 -5.54          6.88 
-11.82        -.89 
 
-6.88.         5.54 
-12.77.      -1.28 
 
.89.           11.82 
1.28.         12.77 
 
Quantitative Results Summary  
 
The present study was designed to answer the research question, “Do seventh and 
eighth-grade students that use a Single-Paragraph Outline (SPO) before writing a 
paragraph earn a higher scaled range score on their pre-and post-writing assessments 
than students who use a concept map and students who do not use a planning tool?” 
From this analysis, the null hypotheses, that there was no difference between the planning 
conditions, is not supported. Planning with a SPO led to higher writing scores for 




simply providing scratch paper for planning. While the results were statistically 
significant (p.= 0.004), the effect size was small (.34). One possible explanation is that 
the SPO addresses one element of writing. If this study focused on additional components 
of the writing process- planning, editing, and revising, there may have been a higher 
effect size.  
When I examined each school’s scaled writing scores individually, I noticed that 
one school had the highest scaled score improvement between the pre-and post-writing 
assessments. The school’s on-site coordinator shared that the students’ classroom teacher 
had explicitly taught the students how to plan their writing with an SPO. The present 
study’s results are similar to what Kellogg (1990) found when he compared three 
planning conditions -outlining, clustering and no pre-writing tool. He reported that 
students who were explicitly taught how to outline improved significantly. Furthermore, 
the students in the outlining condition outperformed the clustering and no pre-writing 
conditions. Kellogg (1990) posited that the results support the overload hypothesis with 
regards to outlining because creating a hierarchical outline enables writers to organize 
their ideas better prior to writing, which allows them to devote more of their cognitive 
resources to formulating these ideas effectively in a written text. 
In the next section, I will present the findings from the qualitative data analysis, 











Questionnaire Data Results  
 
After inputting each student’s Likert-type scale ratings in SPSS, I ran descriptive 
statistics to calculate the frequency distributions. Figures 13 to 13.2 display the 
percentages of Group A and Group B’s responses for each of the three statements. 
Figure 13 
Percentages of Ratings for Statement 1 from Group A and Group B  
Statement 1: The planning tool helped me organize my ideas.  
Group A (SPO) 












Group B (Concept Map) 
 
Figure 13.1 
Percentages of Ratings for Statement 2 from Group A and Group B 
Statement 2: The planning tool made it easier for me to write my paragraph. 
Group A (SPO)           Figure B 





Group B (Concept Map) 
 
Figure 13. 2 
Percentages of Ratings for Statement 3 from Group A and Group B  
   Statement 3: I would use this planning tool to plan a paragraph again. 
Group A (SPO)                              






Group B (Concept Map)                              
 
Open-Ended Responses and Interview Data Findings  
 
   Semi-structured interviews and questionnaires are often used in mixed methods 
studies to examine a phenomenon (Onwuegbuzie & Teddlie, 2003).Harris and Brown 
(2010) suggest that questionnaires and interview data sets should be analyzed separately 
using methods suitable to each; then results can be compared to see if any common 
messages resonate from both sets of data. Similarly, Onwuegbuzie and Teddlie (2003) 
contend that triangulation occurs when researchers combine data from multiple sources 
about the same topic. Harris and Brown (2010) posit that if researchers want to maximize 
the likelihood that their questionnaire and interview data align, questionnaire items and 
interview prompts should be highly similar. In this present study, the Likert-scale type 
questions, the open-ended responses and the semi-structured interview questions were 
designed to address similar themes about the use of planning tools. In order to examine 




from both the open-ended responses and students interviews that supported the 
Hypothesis Codes, when applicable (see Table 14 and Table 15). I created a separate 
column for students’ written open-ended responses, or interview comments, that 























Table 14  
Sample of Students’ Perceptions of the Planning Tool and Organization  









Table 15  
Sample of Students’ Perceptions on the Tool Making it Easier to Write/ Not Helpful  










Integration of Quantitative and Qualitative Findings  
 
In mixed method research, triangulation involves the combination of data from 
multiple data sources on the phenomenon under study (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007). 
By using a mixed methods approach, I was able to analyze multiple pieces of data: 
students’ pre-and post-assessment results, their questionnaires, and their interview data. 
Overall, the integration of the qualitative and quantitative analysis, allowed me to obtain 
further in-depth information and draw inferences about the impact planning tools have on 
students’ writing.  
By reviewing the Likert-scale ratings percentages from the student questionnaires, 
as well as the open-ended responses and student interviews, I was able to identify trends 
and patterns. Students rated three statements on the questionnaire that were aimed at 
capturing their perceptions of the planning tool. In response to statement 1:The planning 
tool helped me organize my ideas, approximately 84% of the students in Group A (SPO) 
that completed the questionnaire either agreed or strongly agreed with the statement, 
whereas approximately 58% of students in Group B (Concept Map) agreed or strongly 
agreed. In response to statement 2: The planning tool made it easier for me to write my 
paragraph. Approximately 85% of students in Group A (SPO) that completed the 
questionnaire either agreed or strongly agreed that the planning tool made it easier to 
write, whereas approximately 50% of students in Group B (Concept Map) agreed or 
strongly agreed that the tool made it easier to write. Lastly, in response to statement 3: I 
would use this planning tool to plan a paragraph again, approximately 81% of students 




they would use it again, while approximately 44% of students in Group B (Concept Map) 
agreed or strongly agreed that they would use it again.  
Concept Map 
 
In Group B, out of the 100 students who completed the questionnaire, 33 students 
answered the open-ended question. Eleven of those students made positive comments 
about the concept map. For example, they mentioned that they found it easy to brainstorm 
their ideas, keep things in order and remember their thoughts. During the interviews, I 
asked students if the planning tool helped them, and to explain why or why not. Of the 17 
interviewees, 5 said that the concept map was helpful. Specifically, one student said, “It 
was easy to jot down the bad and good things about the character and say what was the 
same and different.” Another student said, “It made it a lot easier than planning in my 
head.” Conversely, 21 out of the 33 open-ended comments were negative or critical of the 
concept map. For instance, students expressed that the concept map was confusing, they 
did not like planning in bubbles, and the tool felt disorganized. Of the 17 interviewees, 12 
expressed similar views. One student said, “I like lines better than bubbles.” Another 
student commented, “the chart did make brainstorming easier but it did not help me when 
putting my writing together.” When I asked the question to the interviewees, “Would you 
use this planning tool again in the future?,” 2 out of the 17 students said that they would 
use it again. The present study’s qualitative findings, coupled with the statistical findings, 
are similar to those of Nesbit and Adesope (2006) who found concepts maps to be 
effective in supporting the brainstorming of ideas, vocabulary relationships and concept 





The Single-Paragraph Outline (SPO)  
 
In Group A, out of the 130 students who completed the questionnaire, 32 students 
answered the open-ended question. Twenty-nine of the students wrote a positive 
comment about the SPO. For instance, they mentioned that they found it helped them 
organize their ideas, made it easier for them to write, and that it helped them adhere to the 
topic. Three students said that it was confusing, not helpful, and a waste of time. When I 
asked the interviewees if the planning tool helped them, and to explain why or why not, 
two interviewees mentioned that they liked to plan in their heads, so the SPO was not 
useful for them. Eighteen out of the 20 interviewees expressed that the SPO was helpful. 
During the interviews, there were some recurring themes. Several students mentioned 
that the SPO helped them to break down the paragraph because they knew exactly where 
the topic sentences, details and concluding sentence should go. One student said, “The 
SPO helped me set up the paragraph; it basically guided me through.” This was echoed 
by another student who said, “The way it is laid out helps because it gets to the point. 
Everything is in order and there are steps, so I am not confused about what to write or 
what to put because it is step by step and that really helps me.” Two interviewees 
commented on how the SPO helped them stay on track. One student said, “I did find it 
helpful because when I write by myself with no outline, I usually go all over the place, 
and this helped me organize my ideas and keep on track and not get off subject or off 
topic.” Another student said, “Doing it in my head I tend to elaborate and go off topic, so 
this outline kept me on track.” When I asked the question to the interviewees, “Would 
you use this planning tool again in the future?,” all of the interviewees said that they 




Comparing Both Planning Tools: SPO and Concept Map   
 
When assigning the conditions for the study, the on-site coordinators assigned 
groups based on their present ELA teachers’ use of the planning tool. For the purposes of 
not interrupting instruction, they did not want students to be introduced to a new planning 
tool in the midst of learning a different one. Therefore, I did not foresee speaking with 
students who had experiences with both planning tools. However, in one middle school, I 
interviewed five students who were learning the SPO in their social studies class, but not 
in their English classes. At the end of their interviews, I presented a PowerPoint slide that 
had screenshots of both planning tools for the students to reference. Then, I asked, 
“Would you pick either of these tools to plan your paragraph again in the future? If so, 
which one and why? All five students selected the SPO. One student said, “ I would use 
the SPO over the concept map because it is way more organized - it allows me to plan out 
my sentences the way it is going to be put in the paragraph.” Other interviewees said: (a) 
“I would pick the SPO because it helps me keeps my thoughts more organized. (b) “the 
SPO because it organizes your thinking more. You can prepare for your topic sentence, 
your first, second, and conclusion. When you are ready to write to your final paragraph, 
you can use all the elements in it and make your sentences better.” (c) “I would use the 
SPO over the Concept Map because it is way more organized. It allows me to plan out 
my sentences the way it is going to put in the paragraph. Lastly, one interviewee said, “I 
would choose the SPO because it looks neater to me, it is simple to use and it helps me 
write more. Whenever you write a paragraph, you write the sentences write next to one 




Kellogg (1990) and Kirkpatrick and Klein (2009) who found that linear outlines help 
students convert their plans into a logical, cohesive form of writing.   
Scratch Paper Findings  
 
Because this study focused on students’ experiences using either the SPO, or the 
concept map, Students in Group C (Scratch) did not complete a questionnaire, and were 
not interviewed; however, I still reviewed their scratch paper samples. Most students did 
not use the scratch paper to plan. During my interviews, I first asked students if they 
typically plan before they write a paragraph. I discovered that only 18% of these seventh 
and eighth-grade students attempted to plan before writing their paragraphs. Of the 37 
student interviewees, 8 said that never plan before writing, 6 said they like to plan their 
writing out in their heads, 4 said that they plan sometimes, but it depends on the prompt 
the teacher assigns, 14 said that they do plan, and 3 said that make an SPO. When I asked 
the follow-up question, “How do you plan?,” a majority of students alluded to writing the 
entire draft, which was evidenced in many of the scratch samples I reviewed (see Figure 
15).  I was not completely surprised by these findings because they were in line with 
what Torrance, Fildago, and Garcia (2007) found when they researched pre-planning 
with middle-school students. Specifically, they observed that only 15% of sixth graders 
engaged in outlining before writing. Based on hundreds of hours observing writing 
instruction, Torrance (2016) stressed that “planning is often not taught and is often not 








Example of Student Scratch Paper from Group C Figure p C 
Figure 23 Figure 14 Example of Student Scratch Paper from Group C 
 
When I reviewed Group C’s scratch paper samples used for the post-assessment. I 
did find two scratch paper samples where students replicated the SPO. I reached out to 
the on-site coordinator to learn if the students were directed by their ELA teacher to 
generate the SPO or if they did this without being prompted. The on-site coordinator 
informed me that the students created the SPOs on their own, and that the teacher 
directed students to only plan on the scratch paper if they wanted to. Several researchers 
have found that planning tools can mitigate the working memory capacity limitations if 
they become relatively automatic for students (Becker, 2006; Fayol et al., 2012; Kellogg, 
1990). One possible explanation for why this happened is that both students had explicit 








Example of SPO on Scratch Paper from Student in Group C   
Figure 24 Figure 15 Example of SPO on Scratch Paper from Student in Group C 
 
Qualitative Results Summary  
 
This study sought out to examine the impact specific planning tools have on 
students’ writing. In particular, I wanted to assess if student writing improves dependent 
on the planning tool they use. Students who used the concept map and the SPO expressed 
that the planning tool assisted them with organizing and brainstorming their ideas. 
Several studies have reported that visual tools can help novice writers organize their 
ideas, make their thinking visible and alleviate the cognitive load (Harrington et al., 1998; 
Kellogg; 1990, Lee & Tan, 2010). However, students in the SPO condition statistically 
outperformed students in the concept map and scratch paper conditions on their post-
writing assessments. Qualitative data helped to shed light on these findings. While some 




expressed that they did not intend to use it again. In contrast, most students reported that 
the SPO helped them pre-plan their writing and voiced that they would use it again in the 
future. One potential explanation may be the format of the SPO. It is a linear outline that 
is intended to be a road map that students can follow to plan the beginning, middle, and 
end of paragraph. Furthermore, the structure of the SPO may help alleviate some of the 
cognitive burdens students may face when writing (Berninger & Winn, 2006, Hayes & 





















CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION  
 
Previous research has examined the impact of pre-writing by often comparing 
writing samples from students who planned versus students who did not plan before 
writing (De La Paz, 1997; Harrington et al.,1998; McKeown & FitzPatrick, 2018; 
Swanson & Hoskyn, 2001). However, few researchers have examined the efficacy of 
those plans. Several studies assess the impact of planning tools to control groups that 
employ a “business as usual” approach (De La Paz, 1997; Galbraith & Torrance, 2004; 
Lee &Tan, 2010; Troia, 2009) Recently, Willingham and Daniel (2021) contend that 
research that reports outcomes of students receiving an intervention to the outcomes of a 
similar control group that did not receive the intervention may not be most helpful to 
teachers since it often becomes a case that something is better than nothing.  
Therefore, through a mixed methods research design, this study sought to 
determine the efficacy of specific pre-planning tools on students’ paragraph writing by 
assigning students to three different conditions: a group who pre-planned their paragraph 
by using an SPO, a group that pre-planned their paragraph by using a concept map, and a 
group that did not plan their paragraph with a specific planning tool other than having 
scratch paper. Additionally, this study explored the relationship between the specific 
planning tools and students’ perceptions on writing through a questionnaire, an open-
ended question and semi-structured interviews. The cognitive processing theory of 
writing, the theoretical framework underpinning this research, shaped the statements on 
the questionnaire, the interview questions, the follow-up probing questions, and the 





Overall Findings  
 
Findings from the current study include:  
1. Planning with an SPO led to higher writing scores for students over a brief 
period of time than either providing students with a concept map or providing 
scratch paper for planning.  
2. The majority of students in the study reported that brainstorming and 
organizing their ideas before writing helped make writing the paragraph easier.  
3. The majority of students in Group A who planned their writing with an SPO 
expressed that the outline helped them organize their ideas before writing, break 
down the paragraph, and helped guide them through the writing process.  
4. Students in Group B had mixed reactions to the concept map. While several 
commented that it was helpful in brainstorming, most students expressed that it 
was difficult to plan their writing with.  
5. The vast majority of students in this study commented on the format or design 
of the planning tool they used (e.g. preference to lines, needing more space to 
write, difficult to write in bubbles).  
6. Within the SPO group, the students with the highest pre-and post-assessment 
scaled scores had classroom teachers that explicitly taught them how to use the 
tool.  
7. Several students in Group A mentioned that they can replicate the SPO on 






Study’s Findings Relative to Existing Research  
 
The results of the current research supports or extends the work of other 
researchers that have studied pre-planning (Fayol et al., 2012; Kellogg,1990; Kirkpatrick 
& Klein, 2009; Nesbit & Adesope,2006; Ojima,2006). In all of the literature reviewed for 
this study, planning has been recognized as a critical component of the writing process. 
Hayes and Flower (1980) identified planning as one of the best ways to reduce cognitive 
capacity limitations. The results of the present study support previous research that 
planning tools can facilitate the cognitive needs of novice writers by enabling them to 
view their ideas on paper (Fayol et al., 2012, Lee & Tan, 2010). While this study found 
that specific planning tools, such as a concept map or an outline, can improve students’ 
ability to brainstorm or generate ideas, most students reported that using an outline made 
the writing process easier for them. Reviewing the previous research on this area of study 
helped to shed light on this study’s findings.   
Linear Outlines- Existing Research and Present Study’s Findings  
 
Students who used the SPO, a linear outline, outperformed both condition groups. 
The students in Group A also expressed that the SPO helped them organize their ideas. 
Many of them referenced the outline’s linear design. For example, several students noted 
that having a dedicated space for a topic and concluding sentence, as well as four 
numbered detailed lines, helped them easily plan the paragraph. The SPO provides 
students with a road map they can follow to plan the beginning, middle, and end of a 
unified, coherent paragraph by requiring students to create a complete topic sentence 
(T.S.) and concluding sentence (C.S.) on the solid lines and supporting details in key 




different supporting details on the dotted lines, they tend to be less repetitive and adhere 
to the main idea or topic of the paragraph (Hochman &Wexler, 2017). During the 
interviews, several students mentioned that the SPO helped them stay on track and not go 
off topic. 
This study’s findings are consistent with the research on using linear outlines. 
Because a paragraph is a linear entity; the reader can only read one sentence at a time, 
from beginning to end (Fayol et al., 2012; Hochman & Wexler, 2017). In the same vein, 
Kellogg (1990) also posits that developing a hierarchical outline enables students to focus 
on one element of writing at a time. One student in Group A said, “Whenever I write a 
paragraph, I write the sentences write next to one another, so the SPO layout helps me 
write the paragraph.” These overall findings seem to be consistent with the work of 
Kirkpatrick and Klein (2009). In their study on the IPAN table, a linear outline, they 
reported that seventh and eighth grade students sketched an IPAN outline on scrap paper 
from memory after having explicit instruction on the tool. Kirkpatrick and Klein (2009) 
attributed this to the format of the IPAN outline. Because the plan was linear, students 
internalized it, which made it easier for them to transfer the outline into a longer 
composition (Kirkpatrick and Klein, 2009). 
Lastly, several states have adopted ELA standards that require students to use 
careful planning, drafting and revision to produce high-quality writing (Rourke et al., 
2018). Most state tests are designed to assess students’ grade level skills outlined in these 
standards (Rourke et al., 2018). Because students will most likely encounter state ELA 
test prompts that require expository, argumentative, narrative, or persuasive writing, it is 




(Sacher, 2016).  In preparing for the writing tasks on state exams, students may find the 
SPO helpful in pre-planning their written responses. 
Concept Maps- Existing Research and Present Study’s Findings  
 
Several students in Group B commented that the concept map was useful in 
brainstorming, while others expressed that they found the map confusing, unorganized, 
and that they preferred lines to write in bubbles or circles. In particular, one student said, 
“the map did make brainstorming easier, but it did not help me when putting my writing 
together.” This finding is supported in Nesbit and Adesope’s (2006) research on concept 
maps. In their meta-analysis, they reported concept mapping to be an effective 
instructional strategy that assists students with brainstorming ideas and concept building, 
but called for more research with regards to writing (Nesbit & Adesope, 2006). The 
concept map was originally designed to help students visualize the connection between 
related ideas (Novak, 1991). Therefore, it may be misappropriated when used as a pre-
writing tool. Researchers have noted that one of the challenges of using a concept map 
for pre-writing is that when students convert their map to a written draft, they tend to find 
it difficult to take their ideas from the circles and figure out how to present those ideas in 
an organized, sequential, and logical order (MacArthur, 2006; Hochman & Wexler, 
2017). 
 Some students in Group B suggested that the concept map should include lines, 
or spaces for a topic and concluding sentence. Similar findings were reported in Ojima’s 
(2006) case study on concept maps with three adult EFL learners. In reviewing the 
students’ final composition and concept maps, Ojima (2006) found that a student actually 




bottom because they were trying to create a more organized structure. Interestingly, I also 
observed student samples where a topic sentence and concluding sentence was included 
on the map in a possible attempt to make their plan more organized (see Figure 17). 
Furthermore, during Ojima’s (2006) semi-structured interview, the student explained that 
concept mapping helped her with generating ideas because she could visualize them on 
paper; however, she also mentioned that she found it difficult to select the most relevant 
ideas from the map to include in her paragraph. The student explained that she often skips 
the concept mapping step in the writing process because she finds it to be confusing, 



















Example of Concept Map with arrows pointing to a TS (Topic Sentence) and CS 
(Concluding Sentence)  Figure 25 Figure 16  Example of Concept Map with arrows pointing to a TS (Topic Sentence) and CS (Concluding Sentence) 
 
Explicit Instruction- Existing Research and Present Study’s Findings  
 
Another important finding in this study is that students who had the most 
improved scaled scores from the pre-to the post-assessment were explicitly taught how to 
use the SPO. This finding supports previous research about the impact of explicit 
instruction and students’ writing progress (Chalk et al., 2005; Graham et al., 2016; 
McKeown & FitzPatrick, 2018; Swanson & Hoskyn, 2001).Graham and Perin (2007) 
posit that teaching novice writers strategies for planning is critical for producing strong 




Hagan-Burke, and Burke (2005) who found that when students are explicitly taught 
planning strategies, their written products improve in clarity, cogency, fluency, and other 
measures of quality. It has also been found that embedding self-regulatory strategies in 
writing instruction has positively impacted student writing performance(Chalk et al., 
2005; De La Paz, 1997). For instance, self-regulation strategies, such as using 
mnemonics, have been found to alleviate the cognitive load by helping students 
remember specific components of their writing, and helping them logically organize 
(Graham & Harris, 1999). In this study, the classroom teacher taught students how to use 
cues or categories on the side of their details lines on the SPO. Figure 16 is an example of 
an SPO that includes student generated cues (e.g. before and after). On several SPOs, 
students added an evidence and analysis cue next to their detail lines. In addition, 5 
interviewees in Group A mentioned that the SPO helped them to include textual evidence 















Student in Group A’s SPO with Before and After Cues next to Detail LinesLines 
Figure 26 Figure 17 Student in Group A’s SPO with Before and After Cues next to Detail Lines 
 
Theoretical Framework and Present Study’s Findings  
 
The process of writing places significant cognitive demands on students, 
especially novice writers. Researchers have shown that overburdening the working 
memory inhibits writing effectiveness (Hayes & Flower,1980; Jagaiah et al., 2019; & 
Rijlaarsdam et al., 2003). In the present study, students expressed finding planning tools 
helpful before writing. In this study, the majority of students identified the SPO as the 
planning tool that helped them organize their ideas, break down the paragraph, adhere to 
a topic, and include textual evidence in their writing. Students also expressed that the 




outlines with lessening the cognitive demands of writing (Galbraith & Torrance, 2004; 
Kellogg, 1990; Rijlaarsdam et al., 2003; Torrance, 2016). In addition, all interviewees 
reported that they would want to use the SPO to plan their writing in the future. Of the 37 
students interviewed, 5 students said that enjoyed using the outline, and that it helped 
them to become a better writer. Similarly, in their study of the TREE strategy (a Topic 
sentence, provide Reasons for their opinion, Examine the reason from the audience’s 
perspective, and provide an Ending), with sixth-grade students, Graham and Harris 
(1989) found that students’ perceived that the strategy was the reason their writing scores 
improved. Lastly, in the present study, some students replicated the SPO on scratch 
paper, on demand, without being directed by their teachers to do. During an interview, 
one student said,  
“Let’s say I had to take a test, I will picture the SPO in my head and I will just  
remember the dotted lines, and the T.S. and C.S. and my details and then draw it 
out on paper. I don’t have to really struggle at all.” 
These findings support the research that has shown that ample practice with planning can 
make the process relatively automatic for students (Deane et al., 2008; Kellogg, 2001; 
Rijlaarsdam et al., 2003; Torrance, 2016). 
Limitations 
  
This study had several limitations. First, it was not possible to randomize 
conditions at the participant level, which means that the teaching groups, the grades and 
schools could have impacted the students’ progress scores. Because of the COVID-19 
pandemic, a large percentage of students in both districts had to transition at points to 




were written by hand, and not digitally, so the sample of the study was limited to only in-
person students. As predicted, there was a decrease in student participation. For example, 
there were 702 pre-assessments collected, but the matched data of the pre-and post-
assessments was 331. A smaller sample size reduced the statistical power of the study, so 
the findings may not generalize. 
Lastly, the study was conducted over a brief period of time; therefore, the time 
spent on instruction of both planning tools was limited. Due to travel restrictions, I could 
not observe classroom instruction of the SPO and the concept maps, which may have 
resulted in additional insights that would have enhanced the study’s findings.  
Delimitations  
 
While there are many forms of writing, this study solely focused on expository 
writing. The district schools selected had several teachers trained in using the Hochman 
Method. This could pose potential challenges when trying to generalize the study’s 
findings because many students were explicitly taught how to use the outline by well-
trained teachers in the method.  
The study was conducted in two districts in Northern Louisiana. Both districts 
have small percentages of English Language Learners, so the study may need to be 











Recommendations for Future Research  
 
The Single-Paragraph Outline is designed for students to write one paragraph. In 
the Hochman Method, once students demonstrate proficiency using the SPO to write 
paragraphs, they are taught to use a Multiple-Paragraph Outline (MPO), which is a linear 
outline designed to help students write a composition. A natural progression of this work 
would be to study this cohort of middle-school students’ writing skills in high-school 
after they have been taught to use an MPO to plan their essays. The Single-Paragraph 
Outline was designed for expository writing. Recently, a third-grade teacher began using 
SPOs to plan narrative writing, and shared her work with me. Given that stories have a 
beginning, middle and end, the teacher expressed that students are using multiple SPOs to 
can plan their stories (see Figure 18). The idea of using an SPO for other forms of writing 
















Example of Narrative SPO from Third-Grade Student 
Figure 27 Figure 18 Example ofhird-Figure 28 Figure 18 Example of Narrative SPO from Third-Grade Student 
 
In light of the remote learning, there may need to be future research on using 
linear planning tools, like the SPO, digitally. Existing research has shown that when 
writing is done by hand, children generated more words, and, with more ideas, than when 
typing on a keyboard (Blair et al., 2002). Research has also found that older students are 
more effective when they take notes by hand, than when they do so on their laptop 
(Unzueta,2009). Because the SPO is intended for students to jot down ideas quickly from 
head to hand, and not by typing on a keyboard, a future study into the use of a digital 






Recommendations for Practice  
 
Writing is a powerful tool for effective communication, and it also improves 
one’s capacity to learn (Graham et al., 2020). The process of writing places significant 
cognitive demands on the writer; therefore, teaching novice writers strategies for 
planning is critical (Cutler & Graham, 2008; Graham et al., 2020). Findings from this 
current study suggest that teaching students to plan a paragraph using a linear outline may 
lessen the need to juggle several cognitive processes during drafting, and help students 
predominantly focus on converting their ideas into text (Fayol et al., 2012; Kellogg, 
1990; McCutchen, 2006; Troia 2009).  
Concept mapping has been found to be an effective instructional strategy that 
assists students in brainstorming ideas, increasing vocabulary, and enhancing reading 
comprehension (Nesbit & Adesope, 2006; Ojima, 2006). However, in this study, several 
students reported that the map did not help them convert their ideas into a paragraph. 
McCutchen (2006) suggests, if students engage in a brainstorming activity that uses a 
concept map prior to writing, they should convert the map to an outline, which provides a 
linear organization. A paragraph is a linear entity; the reader can only read one sentence 
at a time, from beginning to end (Fayol et al., 2012; Hochman & Wexler, 2017). 
Therefore, teaching students to plan a paragraph using a linear outline may lessen the 
need to juggle several cognitive processes during drafting, and help students 
predominantly focus on translating their ideas into text (Fayol et al., 2012; Kellogg, 1990; 
McCutchen, 2006; Troia 2009).  
While instruction in planning has been shown to improve students’ writing 




to actually use that plan (Graham, 2007). Findings from this study suggest that explicitly 
teaching students how to pre-plan their paragraphs with a Single-Paragraph Outline 
(SPO) can result in improved writing performance.  
Lastly, using routine planning strategies can reduce some of the cognitive burden 
involved in remembering structures and formats. With ample practice, creating outlines 
can become relatively automatic for students, and easily retrieved from long-term 
memory (Deane et al., 2008; Kellogg, 1990; Rijlaarsdam et al., 2003; Torrance, 2016). A 
significant finding in this study was that some students replicated the SPO on scratch 
paper without being prompted by their teachers.  
Given the lack of studies focused on planning tools, it is my hope that this 
research contributes to the field’s understanding of how deliberate, repeated practice of 
specific planning tools may become a stored plan in students’ long-term memory; thus, 
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SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEWS -  SAMPLE QUESTIONS 
   
 
 




2. Did you find the planning tool used in this study helpful? Why or Why not?  
 
 
3. Would you use the plan in the future? Why or Why not? 
 
 





























  2020 PARENT CONSENT FORM 
 
Dear Parent or Guardian, 
 
I am the Co-Executive Director of The Writing Revolution (TWR) and am currently pursuing my PhD in 
At-Risk Literacy at St. John’s University. I am conducting a study within your district to learn more about 
the impact planning has on student writing.  
 
To conduct my study, students will be asked by their ELA teacher to complete two writing tasks about 
the texts they are learning. While all students will be asked to complete the writing tasks as part of their 
schoolwork, you can decide whether or not you want you want your child’s writing tasks to be part of 
the study. You can change your mind at any time.  
 
Along with the writing tasks, your child will be asked to complete a survey about the writing process. 
They may also be asked to answer a few questions about their experience with the writing task in a 
short interview via Zoom.  
 
 All data about your child will be kept confidential. I will not share any individual information about your 
child with anyone, nor will your child be identified in any reports. All information will be presented in 
aggregate (all together) in order to learn more about the writing process. I will store all individual 
records securely.  
 
Participation in the study is completely voluntary. Furthermore, your child’s participation will not affect 
his/her class grades in any way 
 
If you have any questions about this study, please contact me at dzoleo@thewrtitingrevolution.org or 
347-527-0248.    
 






Please complete this form and return it to your child’s teacher.  
 
r I Approve – My child may participate in this study.  
r I do NOT Approve – My child may NOT participate in this study.  
Student’s Name (print): ______________________________ School: _____________________ 
Parent/Guardian Name (print): __________________________ 































Al-Jarrah, Tamer & Mansor, Noraien & Ab Rashid, Radzuwan & Ibrahim, Bashir & Al-
Jarrah, Jarrah. (2018). EFL Students’ Attitude Toward Using Metacognitive 
Strategies in Writing. English Language Teaching. 11. 162. 
10.5539/elt.v11n10p162. 
Becker, A. (2006).A review of writing model research based on cognitive processes. In A. 
Horning and A. Becker, Revision: Theory and Practice, 25-49. 
Bereiter, C., & Scardamalia, M. (1987). The psychology of written composition. 
Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 
 
Bernard, H. R. (2006). Research methods in anthropology: Qualitative and quantitative 
        
        approaches.Walnut Creek, CA:AltaMira Press. 
 
Berninger, V.W., Rutberg, J.E., Abbott, R.D., Garcia, N., Anderson-Youngstrom, M., 
Brooks, A. and Fulton, C. (2006) Tier 1 and Tier 2 Early Intervention for 
Handwriting and Composing. Journal of School Psychology, 44, 3-30. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2005.12.003 
Blair, R. B.. Brandes, J. A., & Ormsbee, C.K. (2002). Using writing strategies and visual 
thinking software to enhance the writing performance of students with mild 
disabilities. Proceedings of the 22nd Annual National Conference of the American 
Council on Rural Special Education, (pp. 242-246). Reno, Nevada.  
Braddock, R., Lloyd-Jones, R., & Schoer, L. (1963). "Research in written composition". 




Chalk, J. C., Hagan-Burke, S., & Burke, M. D. (2005). The effects of self-regulated 
strategy development on the writing process for high school students with 
learning disabilities. Learning Disability Quarterly, 28(1), 75-87. 
Christodoulou, Daisy. (2014). Seven Myths About Education. Seven Myths About 
Education. 1-134. 10.4324/9781315797397.  
Creswell, J. W. (2015). A concise introduction to mixed methods research. SAGE 
Publications, Inc.  
Creswell, J. W. (2018). Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed Methods 
Approaches (5th ed.). Los Angeles, CA: SAGE Publications. 
Coker, D. & Lewis, W.E. (2008) Beyond Writing Next: A discussion of writing research 
and instructional uncertainty. Harvard Educational Review78(1), 231-251 
Cutler, L., & Graham, S. (2008). Primary grade writing instruction: A national survey. 
Journal of Educational Psychology, 100, 907–919. 
Deane, P., Odendahl, N., Quinlan, T., Fowles, M., Welsh, C., & Bivens-Tatum, J. (2008). 
Cognitive models of writing: Writing proficiency as a complex integrated skill. 
CBAL literature review writing. 
 DeCuir-Gunby, J. T., Marshall, P. L., & McCulloch, A. W. (2011). Developing and 
Using a Codebook for the Analysis of Interview Data: An Example from a 
Professional Development Research Project. Field Methods, 23(2), 136–155. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1525822X10388468 
De La Paz, S. (1997). Strategy Instruction in Planning: Teaching Students with Learning 
and Writing Disabilities to Compose Persuasive and Expository Essays. Learning 




Elbow, P. (1981) Writing with Power: Techniques for Mastering the Writing Process. 
Oxford University Press, New York. 
Emig, J. (1971). The Composing Processes of Twelfth Graders. Urbana, IL: National 
Council of Teachers of English. 
Egan, M. (1999). Reflections on effective use of graphic organizer’s. Journal of 
Adolescent & Adult Literacy, 42(8), 641-645. Retrieved from 
http://proxy.library.eiu.edu:2052/login.aspx?direct=true&db=a9h&AN=1798553
&site=ehost-live 
Fayol, M., Alamargot, D., & Berninger, V. (2012). Introduction to the Book: From Cave 
Writers to Elite Scribes to Professional Writers to Universal Writers, Translation 
Is Fundamental to Writing. In M. Fayol, D. Alamargot, & V. W. Berninger (Eds.). 
Translation of Thought to Written Text While Composing (pp. 3-14). New York: 
Psychology Press. 
Flood, J., & Lapp, D. (1990). Reading Comprehension Instruction for At-Risk Students: 
Research-Based Practices that can make a Difference. Journal of Reading, 33(7), 
490-496. Retrieved September 19, 2020, from 
http://www.jstor.org/stable/40032009 
Galbraith, David and Torrance, Mark (1999) Writing as a knowledge-constituting  
      process. In, Knowing What to Write. Amsterdam, NL. Amsterdam University 
Press, pp. 137-157. 
Galbraith, David & Torrance, Mark. (2004). Revision in the Context of Different 




 Graham S, Kiuhara SA, MacKay M. (2020). The Effects of Writing on Learning in 
Science, Social Studies, and Mathematics: A Meta-Analysis. Review of 
Educational Research.   
      90(2):179-226. doi:10.3102/0034654320914744 
Graham, S., & Harris, K. R. (1989b). Improving learning disabled students' skills at 
composing essays: Self-instructional strategy training. Exceptional Children, 56, 
201-214. 
Graham, S., & Perin , D. (2007). Writing next: Effective strategies to improve writing of 
adolescents in middle and high schools- A report to Carnegie Corporation of New 
York. Washington, D.C.: Alliance for Excellent Education.  
Hammersley, M. (1992). What's wrong with ethnography?: Methodological explorations.  
       London: Routledge. 
Harrington, M., Holik, M., & Hurt, P. (1998). Improving writing through the use of 
varied strategies (Master's thesis, Saint Xavier University and Skylight 
Professional Development, 1998) (pp. 1-67). (ED420874) Chicago: Saint Xavier 
University and IRI/Skylight Field-Based Master's Program. Retrieved June 12, 
2011, from ERIC. 
 Harris, Lois R. and Brown, Gavin T.L. (2010) "Mixing interview and questionnaire 
methods: Practical problems in aligning data," Practical Assessment, Research, 
and Evaluation: Vol. 15 , Article 1. DOI: https://doi.org/10.7275/959j-ky83 
Available at: https://scholarworks.umass.edu/pare/vol15/iss1/1 





Hayes, J., & Berninger, V. (2014). Cognitive Processes in Writing: A Framework. In B. 
Arfe’ J.E. Dockrell, & V.W. Berninger (Eds.) Writing development in children 
with hearing loss, dyslexia or oral language problems: Implications for 
assessment an instruction (pp. 3-15). New York: Oxford University Press.  
Hayes, J., & Flower, L. (1980). Identifying the organization of writing processes. In L. 
Gregg & E. Steinberg (Eds.), Cognitive processes in writing (pp. 3–30). Hillsdale, 
NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 
He, Q., Anwyll, S., Glanville, M., & Deavall, A. (2013). An investigation of the 
reliability of marking of the key stage 2 national curriculum English writing tests 
in England. Educational Research, 55 (4), 393–410. 
Hochman, J.C., & Wexler, N. (2017). The Writing Revolution: A Guide to Advancing  
      Thinking Through Writing in All Subjects And Grades. San Francisco, C.A.: Jossey-
Bass.  
Jagaiah, T. & Howard, D. & Olinghouse, N. (2019). Writer's Checklist: A Procedural 
Support for Struggling Writers. The Reading Teacher. 73. 10.1002/trtr.1802. 
Kellogg, R.T.(1990). Effectiveness of Prewriting Strategies as a Function of Task 
Demands. American Journal of Psychology, 103(3), 327-342. 
doi:10.2307/1423213 
Kohn, A. (2006). Speaking My Mind: The Trouble with Rubrics. The English 
Journal, 95(4), 12-15. doi:10.2307/30047080 
Koskey, K. L. K. (2016). Using the Cognitive Pretesting Method to Gain Insight Into 




Reflection. International Journal of Qualitative 
Methods. https://doi.org/10.1177/1609406915624577 
Lee, C., & Tan, S. (2010). Scaffolding writing using feedback in students; graphic 
organizers- novice writers’ relevance of ideas and cognitive loads. Educational 
Media International,47(2), 135-152. doi:10.1080/09523987.2010.492678  
Lin, S. Strickland, J., Ray, B., & Denner, P. (2004). Computer-based concept mapping as 
a prewriting strategy for middle school students. Meridian Middle School 
Computer Technologies Journal. Retrieved June 18, 2008, from 
www.ncsu.edu/meridian/sum2004/cbconceptmapping 
Louisiana Department of Education. Demographics by Districts  
https://www.louisianabelieves.com/ 
Meadows, M., & Billington, L. (2005). A review of the literature on marking reliability. 
London: National Assessment Agency. 
McLeod, S. A. (2019, August 03). Likert scale. Simply Psychology. 
https://www.simplypsychology.org/likert-scale.html 
McCutchen, D. (2006). Cognitive factors in the development of children’s writing. In C. 
MacArthur, S, Graham, & J. Fitzgerald (Eds.) Handbook of writing research 
(p.115-130). New York: The Guilford Press.  
McKeown, D. & FitzPatrick, E. (2018). Planning. In S. Graham, C. MacArthur, & M. 





Morris, C. (2007). "I'll keep going until it sounds right:" An assessment of students' 
conceptualizations of composing processes. English Teaching: Practice and 
Critique, 6(1), 69-96. (EJ832144) Retrieved June 10, 2011, from ERIC 
Morse, J. M. (2003). Principles of mixed methods and multimethod research design. In 
A. Tashakkori & C. Teddlie (Eds.), Handbook of mixed methods in social and 
behavioral research (pp. 189–208). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publication. 
Moser, A., & Korstjens, I. (2018). Series: Practical guidance to qualitative research. Part 
3: Sampling, data collection and analysis. The European journal of general 
practice, 24(1), 9–18. https://doi.org/10.1080/13814788.2017.1375091 
Murphy, R. J. L. (1982). A further report of investigations into the reliability of marking 
of GCE examinations. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 52(1), 58–63. 
National Assessment of Educational Progress in Writing, (2011).  
     https://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/pdg./main2011/2012470.pdf 
National Association of Colleges and Employers (NACE). (August 2019). NACE 
research report: Job outlook 2019. Online. http://www.naceweb.org.  
Nesbit, John C., and Olusola O. Adesope. “Learning with Concept and Knowledge Maps: 
A Meta-Analysis.” Review of Educational Research, vol. 76, no. 3, 2006, pp. 
413–448. JSTOR, www.jstor.org/stable/4124424. Accessed 13 Sept. 2020. 
Novak, J.D. 1991. Clarify with concept maps. The science teacher (Arlington, VA), vol. 
68, no. 7, p. 45–49. 
  Novak, J. D., & Cañas, A. J. (2006). The Origins of the Concept Mapping Tool and the 





Ofqual. (2018c). Marking reliability studies 2017: Rank ordering versus marking – 
Which is more reliable? Coventry: Author. 
Ojima M. (2006). Concept mapping as pre-task planning: A case study of three Japanese 
ESL writers. System, 34(4), 566–585. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2006.08.003 
Onwuegbuzie, A. J., & Teddlie C. (2003). A Framework for Analyzing Data in Mixed 
Methods Research. In Handbook of Mixed Methods in Social and Behavioral 
Research. A. Tashakkori and C. Teddlie, eds. Pp. 351-383. Thousand Oaks, CA: 
Sage. 
Pollitt, A. (2012). The method of adaptive comparative judgement. Assessment in 
      Education: Principles, Policy & Practice, 19(3), 281-300. 
Rijlaarsdam, G., Couzijn, M., & Van den Bergh, H. (2003). The study of revision as a 
writing 
process and as a learning-to-write process: Two prospective research agendas. 
In G. Rijlaarsdam (Series Ed.) and L. Allal, L. Chanquoy, & P. Largy (Vol. Eds.), 
Studies in writing, Vol. 13, Revision: Cognitive and instructional processes, 189-
207. 
© 2003 Kluwer Academic Publishers. Printed in the Netherlands. 
Rourke, L., Connelly, V., & Barnett, A. (2018). Understanding Writing Difficulties 
through a  
       Model of the Cognitive Processes Involved in Writing. In Connelly V., Miller B., &  





      Needs of Writers across the Lifecourse (pp. 11-28). LEIDEN; BOSTON:  
       Brill.doi:10.1163/j.ctv3znwkm.5 
Sacher, C.L. (2016). The writing crisis and how to address it through developmental 
writing classes. Research & Teaching in Developmental Education, 32 (2), 46-61.  
Saldaňa, J. (2012). The coding manual for qualitative researchers (2nd ed.). Thousand 
Oaks, CA: Sage.  
Salmons J (2015). Qualitative online interviews. 2nd ed London (UK): Sage Publishing  
Strangman, N., Hall, T., & Meyer, A. (2003). Graphic organizers and implications for 
universal design for learning: Curriculum enhancement report (Rep. No. 
H326K020003). Retrieved June 6, 2011, from The Access Center: Improving 
Outcomes for all Students K-8 website: 
http://www.k8accesscenter.org/training_resources/udl/GraphicOrganizersHTML.
asp 
Swanson, H. L., & Hoskyn, M. (2001). Instructing adolescents with learning disabilities: 
A component and composite analysis. Learning Disabilities Research & Practice 
(Blackwell Publishing Limited), 16(2), 109-119. 
Terrell, S. R. (2016). Writing a proposal for your dissertation: Guidelines and examples. 
New York, NY: The Guilford Press. 
Torrance, M. (2016). Understanding planning in text production. In: C.A. MacArthur, 





Torrance, M., Fidalgo, R., & García, J.-N. (2007). The teachability and effectiveness of 
cognitive self-regulation in sixth-grade writers. Learning and Instruction, 17, 
265–285. doi:10.1016/j.learninstruc.2007.02 .003 
Troia, G.A. (2009). Instruction and Assessment for Struggling Writers. NewYork: The 
Guilford Press.  
Troia, G. A., Graham, S., & Harris, K. R. (1999). Teaching Students with Learning  
      Disabilities to Mindfully Plan When Writing. Exceptional Children, 65(2), 235  
      252. https://doi.org/10.1177/001440299906500208 
Unzueta, C. H. (2009). The use of a computer graphic organizer for persuasive 
composition 
      writing by hispanic students with specific learning disabilities (Order No. 3394820).  
      Available from ProQuest Dissertations & Theses Global. (305131545).  
Urdan, T. C. (2010). Statistics in plain English. New York: Routledge. 
Wheadon, C., Barnaby, P., Christodoulou, D., & Henderson, B. (2019). A comparative   
judgement approach to the large-scale assessment of primary writing in England, 
Assessment in Education: Principles, Policy & Practice, DOI: 
10.1080/0969594X.2019.17002 
Willingham, D. & Daniel, D. (2021). Making Education Research Revelant. Education 
Next, 






Name                                   Dina Zoleo        
Baccalaureate  Degree           Bachelor of Arts, St. John’s  
                                                                    University, Queens, N.Y., 
                                                                    Major: History   
 
Date Graduated            May, 1999 
 
Other Degrees and Certificates                   Sixth Year Certificate in  
                                                                    Administration and Supervision,  
                                                                    College of Staten Island,  
                                                                    Staten Island, N.Y. 
                      
 
Date Graduated                                           May, 2007  
 
       
        
Other Degrees and Certificates                   Master’s Degree in Secondary 
                                                                    Education, College of Staten Island,  
        Staten Island, N.Y. 
 
    
Date Graduated                                           May 2004 
          
 
